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Probl  e?  m  St  t  e?  m  e?  n  t" 

the  ouroose  of  this  study  is  to  examine  the  selection  or  nr  ess  it  tlv 
Armv  rorrijitors  and  how  this  affects  their  loh  motivation  and  hp  li  -  hei  no . 

Backaround 

For  the  time  beino  there  is  a  steady  decrease  in  the  rut  inner  ot  ma  i  p; 
in  the  prime  recruitmo  aoes.  Eleven  vears  aoo  there  were  I million  ot 
these  youths  and  bv  I  9  9  6  there  will  be  only  11.0.  a  decrease  ot  14  pert  err  ■ 
Simultaneously  tnere  is  a  small  increase  in  the  educational  le-ei  or 
the  population. 

F  u  r  t  h  e  r  m  o  r  e  .  u  n  e  m  o  i  o  v  m  e  n  t  is  r  e  i  a  1 1  v  e  i  v  hint,  within  this  .  n  •  i  n  n  e  •-  a  o  e 

arouo . 


Assumina  there  is  the  oolitical  will  to  maintain  an  a  I  i - vo i nn t eer 
force  the  Armv  needs  to  watch  claselv  and  resoond  to  chanoes  in  tne  civilian 
sector.  The  Iona  term  aim  at  strenqtheni  na  rather  than  mere!  v  sustaining  the 
size  ot  the  torce.  outs  added  emohasis  on  recruitina  obiectives. 

It  is  "v  oostulate  that  the  present  ”comt or t ab 1 e"  recruitment  env.-o 
ment  is  rooted  in  an  unemoloved  and  an  uncertain  vouth  Dooulation. 

This  is  thought  to  be  one  ot  the  reasons  which  explains  how  recruit¬ 
ing  oot  out  ot  its  unsatisfactory  situation  in  the  latter  oar t  of  the  I  9 '115 . 
where  the  Qualifications  of  military  enlistees  had  drooped  to  postwar  lows 


1,1  Budahn.F'.  J..  "Study  Savs  Services  Can  Meet  Recruit  Goals",  nrmv 
Times.  Auq  12'".  1905,  oaae  4. 

Hudson . Georae  E.  and  Kruzei.  Jrdeph.  ed.  .  American  Defense 
Annual.  Ohio  State  University.  Auo  1985.  oaae  131. 

1 


Mv  studv  o+  the  civilian  sector  will  include  consi dera t 1 ons  ot: 

-  the  sire  ot  the  vouth  oooulation 

-  educational  imolications 

-  the  level  ot  unemolovment 

-  tuture  military  manoower  reouirements 

It  will  be  summed  uo  in  the  imolications  these  have  on  the  r  e  c  r o 1 1 1 n  o  t  a  s  t 
oeneral:  and  on  the  soecitic  use  and  selection  ot  the  individual  recruiter 

Sire  ot  the  vouth  oooulation. 

The  nrmv  will  contront  a  declinino  suddIv  ot  elidible  enlistees 
the  vears  to  come  as  the  nation  s  vouth  oooulation  dwindles. 

-  1.  Proiected  US  Seventeen-rear-Old  Male  Pooulation  197u  -  ?>itH 


Pi oure  1 


(he  online  recruitino  aae  tor  the  A  r  m  v  15  the  17-1?  vesr  r>  I  d  .  ana  I 
hive  therefore  need  the  numbers  of  17  vesr  old  males'  to  illustrate  the 
decline  of  the  voutb  oooulation.  because  certain  asoects  ot  lame  aoe  amune 
have  lono  term  effects,  which  I  will  address  later,  this  1  |  !  mci  >  i»  j  nr,  c  i  r  1  t 
in  lv'",  The  oroiection  is  accurate  to  the  vear  2002  'these  children  are 
alreadv  borni:  after  2002.  I  have  used  the  middle  assumption  1  n  the  US  Fro-.ec 
tion  of  the  Fooulation  *  as  mv  basis  which  mates  it  a  bit  static. 

The  illustration  on  the  orevious  oaoe  shows  ah  increase  until  1  9 ' 8 
ana  thereafter  a  stead  v  decrease  until  a  iow  Doin'  in  l-5.".  :n  the  IS  .ear 
oeriod  1  ?  7  8  -  9  3 .  of  which  we  are  now  in  the  center,  the  decrease  is  28 
oer cent .  or  l.3a  oer cent  annual  1 v.  Even  it  we  consider  the  ev oecteo  or cwt n 
on  either  side  of  the  millemum  (it  will  decline  after  2035).  tne  annual 
decrease  will  be  1  oercent. 

This  decline  in  the  aae  arouo  from  which  the  miiitsrv  see's  its 
volunteers  will  make  recruitina  more  difficult.  Since  tne  smaller  ooouiation 
will  be  comoosed  of  a  laroer  orooortion  of  minorities  1 2o  percent  in  1985 
risina  to  31  oercent  in  1995).  the  decline  in  the  number  of  elidible  voutns 
will  be  felt  even  more  because  of  differences  in  abilitv  based  on  enlistment 
tests.  In  1984.  for  examole.  71  oercent  of  the  white  vouth  Dooulation  could 
have  been  eaoected  to  meet  the  Air  Force  5  minimum  education  and  a  of  it  ode 
standards  comoared  to  22  oercent  for  blacks  and  33  oercent  tor  Hisoamcs 

Bureau  of  the  Census.  Fooulation  Estimates  ano  Froiections. 

Series  P-25.  No  952.  Ma  v  1984.  table  6.  Daoe  39-93. 

Bureau  ot  the  Census.  Fooulation  Estimates  and  Froiections. 

Series  P-25 .  No  952.  Ma  v  1984.  o  aoe  2. 

Binkin.  Martin  and  Eitelbero.  Mark  J,.  Woman  and  Minorities  in 
the  nil -Volunteer  Force.  Hnnaoolis.  (Id  Nov  1983.  table  15. 


Educational  indications 


There  is  in  the  American  society  an  attraction  tor  hioher  education 
and.  as  the  standard-ot-livina  rises,  more  and  more  oeooie  are  able  to  attora 
the  costs  ot  hioher  education.  This  is  illustrated  in  the  Tioures  below.  To 
avoid  ertects  from  numeric  fluctuations  tnese  data  are  excressea  as  oercents. 


trates  the  trend  in  oost-hiah  school  education,  reveals  a  sliohtlv  exoonential 
trend.  Colleoe  enrollment  had.  tor  instance,  a  oositive  3.2  a ver aae  annual 
oercent  chanae  trom  1970  to  1980.  while  the  similar  annual  oerrent  rhanoe  tnr 
1  980  to  1982  was  3 .  <?  ‘  “  . 


■  ’  Bureau  ot  the  Census.  Statistical  Abstract  of  f h=  United  Stsfp= 
1985.  105"'  ed.  US  Government  Printino  Ottice,  Washinoton  DC.  Dec  1984. 
table  213.  oaoe  154. 


At  first  olance  this  increased  level  of  education  seems  beneficial. 


as  the  Armv  is  attractina  an  increasino  oercentaoe  of  hioh  school  oraduates. 
Note,  however,  as  illustrated  below,  that  the  increase  of  recruits  bv  level 
of  education  has  almost  halted1'*. 


Fiaure  1  -  4.  Percentaae  Distribution  of  Armv  Recruits,  bv  Level  of 
Education.  Fiscal  Year  1971  -  1984. 


f  «  r  c • n t  ■  ■ —  ■  Col  1  «  a  «  Degree 


Recruits  with  hioh  school  diolomas  from  1982  to  84  rose  sliahtlv  trom 
70  to  72  oercent  comoared  with  49  to  70  percent  from  1980  to  82.  Recruits 


■  ’  Hudson.  Georoe  E.  and  Kruzel.  Joseph,  ed.  .  Hmerican  Detense 
Annual,  Ohio  State  University.  Aua  1985.  Fia  7-2.  oaoe  134. 


with  colleae  deorees  were  almost  stable  from  1981  to  84  idroooed  from  4  to 

3.5  oercent  comoared  with  a  rise  from  2  to  4  oercent  i 98u  to  81;.  If  one 

takes  into  consideration  that  the  overall  level  of  education  is  orooortion- 
allv  increasino.  the  Ar  mv  fioures  on  the  orevious  oaae  reveal  a  decreasina 
trend  in  attractina  educated  manoower. 

The  onlv  educational  market  seament  where  the  Armv  seems  to  eniov 
success  is  with  those  who  have  some  colleae  education. 

another  educational  imolication  which  so  far  has  been  lanorea  is  the 
exoected  behavior  of  the  smaller  number  of  voutns  lust  aoout  to  start  tneir 

hioher  education.  The  decline  in  the  vouth  DDDulation  described  on  oaoe  2 

will  not  onlv  affect  the  military  but  also  all  vouth  oeoendent  institutions, 
includino  those  of  hiaher  education.  To  offset  expected  enrollment  losses 
from  the  "tradi tional “  student  pool,  manv  colleoes  and  universities  applv 
short  term  strateoies  to  attract  areater  numbers  of  adults  and  foreioners. 

The  first  arouo  is  propor 1 1 anal  1 v  decreasina  due  to  an  already  hiaher  level 
of  education,  and  the  latter  is  hiahlv  affected  bv  similar  trends  in  their 
home  countries.  As  these  strateoies  orove  to  be  of  maroinal  value,  hiaher 
education  institutions  will  trv  to  attract  more  of  the  'traditional'’  colieoe- 
aae  vouths,  oerhaos  bv  lowerina  admission  standards.  To  tne  extent  that  tne 
colleae  participation  rate  of  this  oroup  increases,  the  pool  of  potential 
recruits  will  shrink  further  and  the  recruitment  task  will  become  even  more 
chal lenaina. 

The  conclusion  I  want  to  emohasize  as  a  result  of  lookina  at  these 
educational  imolications  is  that  the  Armv  seems  to  attract  personnel  with  the 
lowest  level  of  education.  As  the  number  of  applicants  is  currently  hioh. 
this  is  not  now  a  oroblem  and  several  Iona  term  factors  <e.o..  the  size  of 
vouth  oooulation  in  the  1990s  and  bevondl  will  probably  orolono  this  situation 


The  sustained  economic  recovery  and  the  decline  in  the  number  of 
military  aae  youth  oose  difficult  recruitino  challenoes.  Ihere  is  some 
evidence  o t  this  already  as  there  has  been  a  decline  in  the  Quality  and  the 
auantitv  in  the  reserve  oools  of  ootential  recruits'0-. 

A  combination  ot  factors  u.e..  the  declinina  numoer  or  /ouna  oeooie: 
the  increasino  attraction  of  hioher  educations  and  increasino  comoetition 
from  institutions  of  hioher  education!  mioht  Drove  to  cut  deeo  into  tne 
necessarv  recruitino  basis.  Further,  these  thinos  are  occurino  at  a  time 
when  the  rtrmv  needs  Qualitatively  better  recruits  to  man  an  1 ncr ea :  1 nj 1 » 
complex.  technical  Armv  ;  ■  ‘  . 

Level  ot  unemo i ovmen t . 

This  is  an  evervdav  situation  which  affects  all  vouno  people.  It 
has  been  a  constant  and  increasino  factor  in  their  dailv  lite  ana  nas 
probably  caused  a  hiah  orooortion  to  list  10b  security  as  one  ot  their  main 
considerations  when  lookino  for  a  future  orofession.  This  attitude  midht  oe 
altered  si oni f i cant  1 v  if  their  employment  opportunities  should  increase. 

It  is  therefore  necessarv  to  understand  the  sensitive  nature  ot  vouth 
unemployment.  In  order  to  do  so.  an  illustration  of  the  de/elooment  of  the 
male  unemolovment  rate  from  1975  to  1 983  ‘ 1 °  for  teenaoers  compared  with 
older  aaes  is  on  the  next  oaae. 


' ° ' Department  of  Defense.  Annual  Report  to  the  Conoress .  Fiscal  rear 
1 906 .  1985 .  paoe  1 09. 

'“Department  of  the  Armv,  The  Posture  of  the  Armv  and  Department  of 
the  wrmv  Budoet  Estimates  for  Ft  198o.  US  Armv,  Washinoton  DC.  1*85,  paoe  59 
-  06. 

'"Bureau  of  the  Census.  Statistical  Abstract  ot  the  United  States 
1985.  105'”  ed. .  US  Government  Printino  Office.  Washinoton  DC.  Dec  1984. 
oaoe  390. 
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The  conoruence  between  teenaaer  and  male  unemployment  is  obvious.  It 
is  interesting  to  see  how  sensitive  teenaae  unemplovment  reallv  is.  hs  the 
male  unemplovment  drooped  from  6.8  to  4,2  percent  from  1975  to  79,  a  drop  of 
2.6  percent,  the  teenaqer  s  dropoed  from  19,9  to  16.1  percent,  a  drop  of  3,8 
percent.  When  the  male  unemployment,  thereafter,  rose  to  8.9  percent  in  1983 
a  total  of  4.7  percent,  the  teenaaer  s  rose  to  22.4  percent,  a  total  of  6.3 


percent . 


Since  teenaae  employment  is  linked  so  closely  to  that  ot  older  males. 
1  have  examined  the  development  ot  the  elder  portion  ot  the  male  labor  force 
usino  the  aoe  ot  tittv  tor  prediction  and  comparison.  The  dotted  line  (trom 
t i a  1-1)  shows  the  converaina  ot  17  vear  old  males. 


Fiaure  1  -  6.  Projected  US  Fi tv-Year-Old  Male  Pooulation  1970  -  2038  Comoared 
with  Seventeen-  Year-Old  (dotted  line). 
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The  situation  described  above  will  attect  military  recruitment  to  a 
larae  dearee  assumina  the  demand  tor  manpower  increases,  the  competition  tor 
educated  labor  increases,  and  the  private  sector  makes  use  ot  recruitino 
that  the  oublic  sector  cannot  oractice  to  attract  the  educated  labor  tnat  it 


The  competition  todav  is  moderate  with  few,  it  anv,  firms  attachino 
anv  lmoortance  to  the  broad  recruitino  of  vouth.  Still,  the  «rmv  has 
difficulties  in  attractino  Qualified  personnel.  It  has  the  lowest  percent aoe 
of  hioh  school  oraduates  <83  percent)  and  the  hiohest  number  of  Mental  Test 
Category  IVs  <25.1  percent)  of  all  the  services'11'. 

Another  aspect  of  vouth  unemolovment  that  needs  to  be  addressed  is 
the  Iona  term  effect  it  seems  to  have  on  vouno  people,  hs  mentioned  earlier, 
thev  have  more  or  less  arown  uo  with  unemolovment  as  a  constant  tactor  in 
their  environment.  Thev  have  seen  friends  and  relatives  tired  from  what  thev 
considered  to  be  stable  firms:  and  thev  have  evperienced  the  omolems 
associated  with  these  firinas.  Thev  have  seen  friends  unsuccessfully  trvino 
to  qet  a  iob  or  loafina  restlesslv  without  meaninqful  or  lastina  lobs.  This 
has  created  a  stona  desire  for  security  as  a  main  job  consideration:  and  one 
of  the  most  secure  tvoes  of  jobs  is  one  in  the  public  sector.  This  is.  in  mv 
opinion,  one  of  the  main  reasons  that  the  downward  population  trend  still  is 
not  adversely  affectina  the  Armv  s  recruitment  efforts  as  expected. 

In  the  competina  labor  environment,  one  should  note  the  sensitivity 
of  the  vounaer  generations  to  the  overall  level  of  employment.  In  view  ot 
the  fact  that  bv  the  end  of  this  century  one  out  of  four  Americans  will  be 
older  than  60  years,  the  increasing  possibilities  this  offers  to  every 
prospective  vouna  worker  should  be  obvious.  Future  developments  (according  to 
Fig  1  -  6)  seem  stable  and  will  create  more  encouraaino  prospects  for  vouths 
seeking  employment,  both  in  the  civilian  and  in  the  public  sector. 

11  Budahn,  P.  J.,  "Study  Savs  Services  Can  fleet  Recruit  Goals".  Armv 
Times,  Aug  12"'.  1985,  page  4. 
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and  demonstrated  confidence  are  the  verv  basis  of  their  aiming  acceptance. 

One  should  not  neaiect  the  fact  that  personal  commum cat  1 ons  far  exceed  anv 
other  medium  of  communication,  this  will  be  addressed  later  in  the  thesis. 

Therefore,  prooer  emphasis  should  be  attached  to  the  selection  of  each 
recruiter,  and  the  selection  process  should  ouarantee  tnat  the  selected  recruiter 
voluntarily  accepts  and  understands  the  challenge  of  recruitina  duty. 

Hypotheses 

H  1  :  There  is  rarely  anv  knowledoe  about  recruiting  duties  before 
assianment  to  USAREC. 

H  2  :  Local  influence  or  opinion  appears  more  di scour aai no  tnan 
encouraai na . 

H  3  :  Recently  "drafted"  recruiters  like  their  assianment  less  than 
those  who  were  selected  earlier. 

H  4  :  Those  who  volunteered  perform  better  than  those  who  were 
"drafted". 

H  5  :  Recruiters  feel  their  own  performance  as  recruiters  is  lower 
than  their  performance  in  their  last  job. 

H  6  :  Those  who  felt  they  participated  in  the  selection  process  were 
mart,  positive  to  their  recruitina  assignment. 

H  7  :  Those  who  were  aiven  an  explanation  or  told  about  their 

selection  were  more  positive  toward  their  r ecrui t l na  assianment 
than  those  who  were  informed  through  impersonal  orders. 
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H  8  :  i-ecrm  tors  tool  less 

ih  ip  what  t.hev  f  e  1  t  in  their  last  » ra  t> . 

H  »  :  I'l".*' 'hi  tor -j  who  feel  di  ssati  sf  i<»d  wili  no1  >'■  -.thii'i.  ’  <  .  ;  i 

:  3  i  on*  >:  r.  t  i  r:  h e  l  •  hi  en  o  ;  . 

II  1":  host  oi  tin?  co  tent  i  al  recrut  t-'r  s  l  now  to-'  •;  oo-.wt  .  .  -j  • 

jut  ;  ?s  is  ac  red  tro*  MCO  col  leaonc-c  wn-.  p  •  o  ’• .  •.  -*  r  '  ■. 

j  oar  i»i.  i  >j  i  t  v-i  . 

M  i  1  5  h‘?r.  1=  I  ;.r  I.'i  an,  p  0  r  SC:  -a  i  vn  1  •  •  • 

t  1  a  i  n  >?  ■;  <"  j  i  r  ?  i  J  n  ;  r!  J !  -  £  P  f  £ :  i  :  • . .  r  i  .  '  10:  . 

D  e  f  i  ni  t  i  o  n  s 

I  h>  pi  i  .it  r  •*  oc  r  ii  1 1  i  no  aoes  in  this  stuo--  are  c  •  t  -  .  i  •  •  .<  1  •  i  •••«•  ■!  : 

)  ;■  to  1  ? ,  and  the  unmoors  rot  or.-ed  to  are  ton  tno  mai  ■>  coo-m  .  i  • , 

tlf.M'i  a  1  I  *.•  5  *  •  a  t  eocr  /  17  arc  personnel  m  •  h  ?  I  c;  i-  i 

mill  Hi-;  highest  score  oeini  5  *  ■  according  to  an  act  i  •  ••  o  1  :: 
test  consists  ot  selected  portions  *r  o#i  t  e  r>  jitter  ert  tests  -t  :  '  -vj  i  : 
certain  mental  capability. 

This  scale  has  recently  been  replaced  D .  a  con ;  in  .  ;•  •.  pm  • 

Low  score  personnel  are  now  labeled  Code  4m  <  2 1  3"  o  ? ;  ■  1 3 1  :>  C  :•!;  1 '' 

1  1  -  -  20  points). 

Mission  boo  is  the  recruiter  s  qi»en  ot-iccii  c .  t.  ,-i  •.  <■  r:  >•  h'1' 
man-  in  each  ot  the  categories  mentioned  above,  tt-*t  the-  i  ‘  o*  i;  ; 


posed  to  enlist  ten  the  month. 


REVIEW  OF  LITERATURE 


Textbooks 

There  is  a  large  and  growing  number  of  textbooks  dealino  with  how  to 
detine  and  serve  a  market.  Some  of  tnese  texts  also  deal  witn  now  to  perform 
and  persuade:  and  discuss  what  qual i f 1 c at  1 ons  are  most  desirable  to r  a  seller 
to  have. 


On  Human  Communication,  a  Review,  a  Survev.  and  a  Criticism  b. 
Colin  Cherry  is  a  highly  technical  oresentation.  The  author  in  ms 
introduction  states  that  "none  of  the  chaoters  are  written  tor  the  a-ppr te". 
however.it  does  not  take  lono  before  the  loaical  descriotions.  t ns  statistics 
studies,  the  spectral  analysis  of  signals,  and  so  forth,  carries  him  into 
interesting  but  hiqhlv  technical  aspects  of  the  communication  processes. 

The  openina  comments  of  the  chapters  and  most  of  the  sections  have  a  more 
aeneral  descriptive  introduction,  but  he  immediately  ooes  into  /erv 
intricate  mathematical  and  scientific  approaches  followino  these  comments. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  he  repeatedly,  thouoh  reluctantly  and 
indirectlv,  expresses  how  limited  mathematical  models  are  at  encomoassino 
what  is  understood  as  human  communication.  One  of  the  basic  difficulties  is 
"that  statistical  mechanics  have  been  mostly  applied  to  systems  of  particles 
having  zero  or  weak  interactions,  whereas  the  people  composing  a  social  group 
exert  a  great  deal  of  influence  upon  one  another'1'-'. 


‘‘’Cherry,  Colin,  On  Human  Communication^  a  Review,  a  Survev,  and 
a  Criticism,  2D  ed. ,  the  MIT  Press,  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology, 
Jun  1971/ 
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.  page  25. 


He  later  narrows  his  presentation  to  purely  deductive  arquments  sayino  that 


for  the  technical  transference  of  information  a  hiahlv  formalized  lanctuaoe 
system  serves  the  purpose.  However,  "the  powers  of  persuasive  lanquaoe  are 
required  for  the  puttino  over  of  new  ideas,  for  explainino  new  Generali¬ 
zations  con /i nci nol  v -  •  . 

He  cites'4.  Weaver  who  classified  the  whole  problem  of  communication  into; 

-  the  technical  oroblem 

-  the  semantic  oroblem 

-  the  effectiveness  oroblem 

Colin  Cherrv  discussess  only  the  first  two  in  anv  lenoth.  In  a  succeedino 
section”,  however,  he  returns  to  the  fact  that  human  communication  channel 
consist  of  individuals  in  conversation,  or  in  various  forms  of  social  inter¬ 
course.  Each  individual  and  each  conversation  is  unique:  different,  people 
react  to  siqns  in  different  wavs,  each  deDendinq  upon  their  own  oast  experi¬ 
ences  and  upon  the  environment  at  the  time. 

Mv  perception  after  havino  read  this  almost  purified  technical 
description  of  human  communications  is  that  the  author,  Dartlv  "between  the 
lines",  admits  that  there  are  serious  limitations  to  the  transference  or 
ideas  and  influence  throuah  impersonal  communication. 


'’‘Cherrv,  Colin,  On  Human  Communication,  a  Review,  a  Survey,  and 
a  Criticism,  2nd  ed.,  the  MIT  Press,  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technoloov, 
Jun  1971,  page  77 . 

'4’  .  pane  243. 
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Communicoloqv:  An  Introduction  to  the  Studv  of  Communication'-'  bv 
Joseph  A.  Devito  looks  upon  communication  from  a  point  of  view  which  is 
almost  ooposite  to  that  of  that  of  Colin  Cherrv.  Whereas  Cherrv  focuses  on 
the  technical  aspects.  Devito  focuses  on  human  communications  as  inter¬ 
personal  relationships.  Whereas  Cherrv  bypasses  the  effectiveness  orooiem, 
Devito  encompasses  it  and  reoeatedlv  connects  it  to  the  innerent  ooss l b 1 1 1 1 v 
for  feedback.  He  states  that  the  concept  of  feedback  is  crucial  to  an  under¬ 
standing  of  listening  as  an  active  process.  He  further  points  our  that  tne 
most  effective  feedback  is  that  which  is  most  immediate  :  which  is  achiever 
onlv  in  an  i nterpersonal  commun 1  cat  1  on . 

To  achieve  effective  interpersonal  communication,  he  puts  forth  tn» 
qualitative  character  1  st  1  cs  ■ !  of  a  communicator  (sender;: 

-  openness,  a  willinaness  to  reveal  information  and  react  honestl» 

-  emoathv.  the  abilitv  to  feel  in  the  same  wav  and  to  understand  the  receiver 

-  supoor t 1 venes s ,  in  the  sense  of  sincere  and  interpersonal  helping 

-  po5i 1 1 veness .  in  the  sense  of  eniovinq  the  exchange  of  ideas 

-  equality,  meaning  a  tacit  recognition  that  both  parties  are  valuable  ano 
contributing  human  beings 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  none  of  these  characteristics  can  be  evaluated 
bv  an  imoersonal  "screening"  of  oersonnel  records. 

The  most  interesting  parts"”,  given  mv  subiect,  are  Chapter  29. "The 


"'“Devito,  Joseph  A.,  Communi col oov:  An  Introduction  to  the  Studv 
of  Communi  cat  l  on ,  Harper  !>  Row.  New  fork.  1  967. 

’  .  oaae  14  -  17  and  146  -  148. 

°"  .  page  266  -  2b 9. 


.  page  419  -  4e4. 


Speaker  and  Receiver  in  Public  Communication" ,  and  Chaoter  29. "The  Nature 
of  Mass  Common i cat i on " .  Throuoh  an  honest  and  convincina  araumentat i on  he 
describes  the  various  possibilities  and  limitations  of  mass  commum cat i on 
in  TV,  radio,  newspapers,  maaazmes,  books,  records,  taoes  and  cassettes. 

His  thesis  is  that  in  mass  communication  the  messaoe  flows  from  the  media 
to  the  receiver  but  not  back  aoain.  Additionally,  because  of  the  number  of 
persons  receivino  mass  messaaes,  it  is  imoossible  for  the  media  to  adaot  to 
each  person,  even  oenerallv. 

In  public  communications,  on  the  other  hand,  extendino  from  a  ,er. 
small  to  a  verv  large  number  of  people,  it  is  possible  to  "tailor"  the  messaoe 
to  the  oar t i c i pan t s .  Through  audience  analysis  and  adaptation,  a  proficient 
speaker  is  far  more  effective  than  an  impersonal  mass  communication. 

The  discussion  of  factors  such  as  sex.  educational  backoround,  status 
and  attitudes  is  thorouah.  and  focuses  on  sender  char ac t er i st l c s  which  have 
to  be  observed  as  opposed  to  impersonally  screened.  A  biproduct  of  the 
discussion  is  that  the  sender  s  own  attitudes  and  emotional  well-beina  are 
essential  to  his  effectiveness  as  a  communicator.  Other  factors  such  as  aoe. 
fitness,  and  appearance  are  of  less  value  than  mav  have  been  anticipated. 

Studi  e  s 

Some  civilian  studies  of  specific  interest  arei 

"Economics  of  the  Military  Draft"'1”  in  which  Hansen  and  Weisbrod 
discuss  a  number  of  inefficiencies  of  the  military  draft  system.  The  principal 
inefficiency  noted  is  the  loss  of  output  resulting  from  the  utilization  of 

■10'Hansen,  Lee  W.  and  Weisbrod,  B.  ,  "Economics  of  the  Military  Draft" 
Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  Auo  1967,  page  395  -  42l. 


labor  services  of  draftees  whose  productivity  in  the  civilian  sector  is.  on 


the  average.  higher  than  that  of  individuals  who  would  volunteer  for  military 
service. 


ns  the  draft  system  is  no  lonaer  in  effect,  one  should  De  car  etui 
about  drawina  conclusions  from  this  study.  However,  it  reveals  the  qrowina 
competition  between  the  civilian  and  the  public  sector,  and  the  vulnerability 
of  the  latter. 

On  the  Application  of  Marginal  Productivity  Analysis  to  the 
Allocation  of  Recruiters  within  the  Military  Services'11  d»  bennett  and 
Haber,  expands  on  the  former  "Economics  of  the  Military  Draft".  Ine  ouroose 
of  this  studv,  as  the  title  describes,  is  to  investigate  the  allocation  or 
recruiters.  It  starts  with  the  following  "rule  of  thumb"  used  bv  the  services! 
Recruiters  are  allocated  oeographi cal  1 y  to  areas  so  that  their  distribution  is 
proportional  to  the  distribution  of  QMA  (qualified  military  avails bles)  amona 
the  areas.  The  studv  examines  this  allocation  and  has  some  critical  remarks 
about  viewing  market  size  and  market  potential  as  svnonvmous.  considering  the 
present  rapid  change  in  market  potentials. 

Of  specific  interest  to  this  studv  is  the  stated  failure  in  rermrii-g 
because  of  an  insufficiency  of  recruiters  in  some  areas.  Pr'-m  this,  one  r-,n 
assume  that  the  face-to-face  recruiters  have  significant  impact  on  both  the 
ability  to  present  information  about  the  Armv  and  the  ability  to  influence 
individuals. 


‘,l  Bennett,  James  T.  and  Haber.  Sheldon  E. .  On  the  Application  of 
Maroinal  Productivity  Analysis  to  the  Allocation  of  Peer  ••  1 1  er  s  within  the 
Military  Services,  Georoe  Washington  University.  Jan  1972. 


1 


Enlistment  Supply,  Recruiter  Objectives,  and  the  All  -  Volunteer 
Armv‘li;‘  bv  James  Dertouzos  is  a  study  which  was  sponsored  bv  the  Office  of 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense.  It  covered  33  recruiting  areas  which  were 
divided  into  two  groups  for  separate  analysis  and  comparison. 

The  study  elaborates  on  area  characteristics  and  tne  recruiters 
willinpness  and  ability  to  act  according  to  factors  affectina  the  enlistment 
supp 1 7 . 

The  results  suaoest  that  the  recent  efforts  ut i 1 l : l no  traditions) 
suoolv  models  to  forecast  enlistments,  or  assess  the  imoact  of  a  variety  of 
educational  benefits,  enlistment  bonuses  and  advertisino  expenditures,  are 
of  limited  value. 

Of  particular  importance  to  this  study  is  the  discovery  that,  thouoh 
ttrmv  recruiters  apoear  to  be  motivated  to  attain  quotas  for  both  hiqh  and 
low  quality  enlistments,  there  exist  few  incentives  for  recruiters  to  pvreed 
them.  Indeed,  it  is  sugaested  that  there  mav  exist  disincentives  to  overproduce. 

Ignoring  recruiter  behavior  and  the  demand  factors  affection  their 
choices  can  yield  incorrect  estimates.  In  general,  estimated  elasticities 
of  high  quality  enlistments  with  respect  to  supply  variable?  such  as  the 
unemployment  rate  and  civilian  waoes  are  s i qni f i c an t 1 v  higher  if  recruiter 
choices  are  taken  into  account. 

None  of  the  textbooks  or  studies  I  have  read  state  the  qualitative 
characteristics  in  such  a  wav  to  enable  an  impersonal  selection  based  sol ev 
on  records.  Accordingly,  there  seems  to  be  no  well  defined  wav  to  select  a 
recruiter  based  onlv  on  his  military  personnel  records. 

' 1 ~ ; Dertouzos .  James  N. ,  Enlistment  Supply.  Recruiter  Obiectives  and  the 
All  -  Volunteer  Armv.  The  Rand  Corporation.  Santa  Monica,  California,  Sep  1R04. 


Military  writings 


There  is  little,  if  any.  discussion  of  the  selection  orocess  in 
military  writings.  Havinq  looked  through  the  Army  s  recruiting  and  reten¬ 
tion  magazines  for  the  last  ten  vears.  no  articles  were  found  on  the  subiect. 
However,  it  is  reoeatedlv  stated  and  confirmed  in  the  Command er  s  Notes  1 
"that  everv  recruiter  comes  to  the  Command  with  the  personal  dualities 
needed  to  become  a  successful  sales  reoresentati ve. .  “ . 

The  onlv  published  discussion  relating  to  the  selection  process  wn 1 cn 
I  have  been  able  to  discover  is  one  short  article  in  Infantry  magazine  '' 
dealing  with  the  recruiting  assignment  as  something  totally  different  from  any 
other  military  dutv.  and  which,  according  to  the  author,  demands  its  "own 
career  specialty". 

There  are  a  few  forgotten  reports  filed  in  the  Combined  Arms  Research 
Library  < CARL i  and  related  libraries.  Some  of  these  reports  are  considered  old 
and  as  the  evolution  of  marketing  techniques  is  rapidly  changing,  some  miaht 
even  be  outdated.  Considering  the  fact  that  military  organizations,  techniaues 
and  training  are  updated  constantly,  earlier  findinos  may  well  be  already  in¬ 
corporated  into  the  existing  environment.  For  example,  all  recruiters  prior  to 
1981  were  volunteers  as  opposed  to  todav  where  all  are  "screened"  and  "drafted 

The  above  points  have  been  considered  in  the  selection  and  emphasizing 
of  literature;  also  the  findinos  have  been  narrowed  to  those  of  relevance  to 
this  study.  Applicable  works  are  presented  chronologically,  starting  in  1974 
and  ending  in  1984. 


‘ 1 11  Bradshaw.  J.  0..  "Commander  s  Notes",  Recruiter  Journal,  Sep  1  984, 

page  2. 

<l,”l1iner.  David  P.,  "Recruiting;  A  Dual  Specialty",  Infantry, 

Jan  1984,  page  15-16. 
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US  Navy  Recruiter  Attributes  and  Attitudes:  A  Survey  Analysis'1'  .  bv 
James  B.  Best,  is  a  Masters  Thesis  using  survey  interviews  of  49  recruiters  to 
identify  attributes  of  effective  recruiters. 

The  study  states  that  the  most  favorable  aspect  ot  a  recruiting  assian 
ment  is  independent  dutv.  Onlv  a  few  <18  percent)  considered  the  additional 
recruiter  s  assignment  pav  to  be  an  incentive  to  increase  their  effectiveness. 

Two-thirds  of  the  sample  <33  recruiters)  were  true  volunteers  (had 
personally  initiated  their  assignment  to  recruiting  duty)  and  an  additional 
10  percent  had  volunteered  in  response  to  a  sugoestion  from  a  career 
counselor  or  detailer.  Thev  revealed  a  very  high  level  of  satisfaction  in 
their  10b.  Some  a3  percent  answered  “first"  as  to  where  thev  would  rant- 
recruiting  on  a  desirability  scale,  and  only  IB  percent  stated  that  it  was 
"not  desired". 

rt  majority  <83  percent)  of  the  sample  stated  that  thev  would  freelv 
recommend  duty  as  recruiter  to  their  best  friend  m  the  Navv  lassuming  thev 
felt  he  met  the  qualifications). 

It  is  also  of  interest  to  note  that  more  than  40  percent  had  been 
interviewed  for  recruiting  bv  their  Commanding  Officer,  and  that  an 
additional  27  percent  had  been  interviewed  bv  their  Executive  Officer  ( X 0 )  or 
other  officers  at  their  previous  command.  The  purpose  of  these  interviews  was 
to  determine  whether  or  not  the  individual  "possesses  the  educational  level, 
poise,  personality  and  ability  to  communicate  necessary  to  be  a  salesperson 
for  the  Navy , " 

113!Best.  James  B.  and  Wvlie,  Walter  J.,  U5  Navv  Recruiter  Attributes 
and  Attitudes:  A  Survey  Analysis,  Naval  Postgraduate  School.  Konterev. 
California,  Jun  1974. 


A  Pilot  Studv  of  Army  Recruiters:  Their  Job  Behaviors  and  Personal 
Char ac ter i si cs 1 1 ” 1  was  initiated  bv  the  US  Continental  Armv  Command  tlater 
TRADQC)  and  USAREC.  The  objective  was  to  develop  hvpotheses  concerning  the 
personal  char ac t er i st i cs  and  job  behavior  associated  with  recruiter  success. 
It  was  conducted  bv  interviewing  79  recruiters  alreadv  divided  into  three 
aroups  according  to  percentage  of  quota  achieved  (high,  averaoe  and  low. 

The  most  interesting  finding  was  that  successful  recruiters  were  les 
likelv  to  cite  "independence"  as  a  source  of  job  satisfaction,  and  that  the1 
were  more  likelv  to  complain  about  tneir  long  hours  of  won. 

Reaarding  the  selection  process  the  respondents  expressed  the  view 
that  some  recruiters  did  not  know  what  thev  were  gettino  into  wnen  thev 
volunteered  for  recruitino  dutv.  Eleven  percent  recommended  that  applicants 
for  recruiting  dutv  ought  to  be  aiven  a  more  realistic  picture  of  what  the 
10b  is  like,  its  pressures  and  its  frustrations. 

Various  screening  procedures  were  mentioned  bv  a  few  respondents, 
of  these  screening  for  qualitv  of  past  performance  was  mentioned  the  most. 
Informal  interviews  of  the  applicant,  his  wite,  his  supervisor  and  others 
were  also  often  recommended  <bv  47  percent). 

There  exists  a  report'17*,  dated  Mar  1979,  which  is  identical  to  the 
above  mentioned  studv.  Whv  this  is  given  a  different  report  number  and 
dated  four  years  later  is  unknown. 

‘‘^’Graham.  Warren  R..  Brown.  George  H.,  kina.  William  L..  White. 
Leonore  and  Wood.  Mark  D. ,  A  Pilot  Studv  of  Armv  Recruiters:  Their  Job 
Behaviors  and  Personal  Characteristics.  Human  Resources  Research  Oraannatio 
Virginia,  Apr  1975. 

' 1 7 ’  ,  A  Pilot  Study  of  Army  Recruiters:  Their  Job  Behaviors 

and  Personal  Char  ac  t  er  l  s  1 1  c  s  ,  Human  Resources  Research  Oman  i :  at  i  on  . 

Viroi ni a.  Mar  1979. 


Dimensions  of  the  Armv  Recruiter  and  Guidance  Counselor  Job‘IL"  by 
Borman,  loquam  and  Rosse  is  a  studv  aimed  at  discovering  the  underlvino 
dimensionality  of  tasks  associated  with  the  Army  recruiter  arid  auidance 
counselor  iobs.  The  researchers  established  a  recrui ter r qui dance  counselor 
task  list  ,  and  101  USAREC  personnel  sorted  the  tasks  into  a  matrix  according 
to  different  dimensions.  The  abstract  states  that  “the  report  discusses 
implications  of  the  results  for  selecting  and  trainino  Armv  recruiters". 

The  report  is  70  pages  long.  Six  pages  are  devoted  to  introduction, 
a  detailed  description  of  selected  procedures,  and  a  short  discussion  ana 
result.  The  rest  of  the  report  consists  of  various  tables, 

fhe  dimensions  used  to  identify  the  tasks  were: 

-  prospecting  activities:  identifying  and  contacting  qualified  prospects 

-  publicising  the  Army:  building  a  positive  Army  image  in  the  community 

-  sellinq  the  Army:  counseling  individuals  to  join  the  Hrmy 

-  admi m strati ve  activities:  working  with  recruiting  reports,  records, 
statistics  and  organizing  recruiting  activities 

These  broad  dimensions  defining  relatively  aeneral  task  areas  are 
narrowed  into  four  performance  requirements  each.  The  task  activities  are 
useful  as  background  information  but,  in  mv  opinion,  are  still  too  broad  to 
serve  as  selection  criteria. 

The  only  reference  to  the  selection  process  is  an  equally  broad 
statement  that  "these  dimensions  should  prove  especially  useful  in  developing 
selection  procedures  for  the  Armv  recruiter  job." 

‘‘■''Borman,  Walter  C.  ,  Toquam,  Jodv  L.  and  Rosse,  Rodnev  L..  Dimensions 
of  the  Ar mv  Recrui ter  and  Guidance  Counselor  Job,  US  Armv  Research  Institute. 
Virginia,  Mar  1977. 


Army Recruiters: Criterion  Development  and  Preliminary  Validation  of 
a  Selection  Procedure'1'",  bv  Brown,  Wood  and  Harris,  collects  information 
from  a  random  sample  of  400  recruiters,  using  char acter i sti cs  that  might  be 
related  to  recruiter  effectiveness!  verbal  fluency,  sociability,  achievement 
motivation,  empathy,  rejection,  tolerance,  maturity-responsibility  and 
various  background  characteristics.  Statistical  analysis  were  then  performed 
to  determine  the  yield  to  be  expected  from  each  recruiter  s  territory. 

Using  a  composite  supervisor  ratina  procedure,  45  of  the  best 
recruiters  m  the  Armv,  and  43  of  the  poorest,  were  identified  and  given  tne 
draft  selection  test  instruments.  Results  were  analyzed  to  identify  items  or 
scores  that  differentiated  between  good  and  poor  recruiters. 

The  study  concludes  with  a  somewhat  drastic  findino  that  "recruiter 
characteristics  mav  be  relatively  unimportant,  at  least  within  broad  limits." 
This  viewpoint  is,  however,  modified  bv  stating  that  recruiters  may  already 
be  a  highly  selected  group,  and  that  the  span  between  best  and  poor  for  this 
reason  might  be  insignificant. 

The  studv  emphasizes,  like  Bennet  and  Harber  s'"'  .  the  importance 
of  environmental  factors.  It  states  that  about  50  oercent  ot  the  variance  in 
production  scores  derives  from  factors  unrelated  to  the  individual  recruiter  5 
character! sties.  The  level  of  success  is  therefore,  accordina  to  tnis  stud-, 
more  a  function  of  area  characteristics  than  of  recruiter  proficiencies. 


■’’’Brown,  George  H. ,  Wood.  Mark  D.  and  Harris,  John  D. .  Armv 
Recruiters:  Criterion  Development  and  Preliminary  Validation  of  a  Selection 
Procedure,  US  Army  Research  Institute.  Viroima,  May  1978. 


<IO’See  page  19. 


Development  and  Validation  of  a  Recruiter  Selection  Batterv1-0’  bv 
Borman,  Rosse  and  Taquam  used  a  mail  survey  of  194  Navy  recruiters  in 
seven  different  locations  as  the  basis  for  evaluating  performance  versus 
production. 

Their  main  performance  factors  were  defined  alona.* 

-  sellino  skills:  selling  the  Navv  effectivelv  to  prospects!  displaying 
confidence  and  effectiveness  in  the  recruiting  seauence 

-  human  relations  skills:  establishing  and  maintaining  good  interpersonal 
relations  with  prospects,  recruits  and  persons  in  the  community 

-  organicino  skills:  planning  and  oroamcing  time  efficiently:  completing 
paper  work  accurately  and  on  time 

The  relationship  between  these  performance  factors  and  production, 
or  success,  was  found  to  be  hiah.  The  monthly  production  for  those  recruiters 
who  scored  in  the  top  50  percent  of  the  above  mentioned  performance  factors 
was  12  percent  greater  than  the  overall  average. 

The  studv  concludes  with  the  recommendation  that  the  Navy  and  the 
Marine  Caros  should  use  a  test  batterv  along  these  parameters  to  aid  in 
selecting  recruiters,  and  that  the  performance  ratino  material  should  be 
distributed  to  recruiter  supervisors  and  field  recruiters  to  aid  in  training 
and  sel f -devel opment .  The  use  of  this  material  might  also  be  important  in  the 
selection  process  of  gualified  Armv  recruiter  applicants  imv  remark). 

‘"'’  Borman.  Walter  C.  .  Rosse.  Rodnev  L.  and  Rose.  Sharon  R,  . 
Development  and  Validation  of  a  Recruiter  Selection  Battery,  Naw  Personne. 
Research  and  Development  Center,  San  Diego.  Seo  1981. 


An  Inventory  Battery  to  Predict  Performance  in  Naw  Officer  Recruiting 
Development  and  Val i dat i on  ‘  ‘  1  ’ .  bv  Borman,  Rosse  and  Rose,  used  a  sample  of  13 
officers  to  develop  procedures  for  assessing  the  effectiveness  of  recruiters 
and  to  develop  an  inventory  batterv  to  help  identify  officers  with  personal 
character  1 st i cs  needed  for  successful  recruiting.  The  study  used  composites 
from  previous  research  1 . 

Items  from  these  composites  were  used  to  form  four  correspond  no 
officer  composites: 

-  past  soc lability 

-  oast  leadership  and  dominance 

-  hard  work 

-  organisation 

It  appears,  based  on  this  study,  that  the  recruiter  composites  car, 
successfully  identify  effective  officer  recruiters. 

Past  sociability  proved  to  have  the  highest  correlation  coefficient 
and  seemed  to  be  the  best  indicator  of  recruiter  success  ir=0.21/.  The  lowest 
correlation  was  found  to  be  past  leadership  and  dominance  >r=0.03>  which  is 
one  of  the  main  components  in  the  Army  s  screening  process. 

In  summary,  none  of  the  military  studies  reveal  any  evidence  to 
justify  impersonal  selection  based  solelv  on  records.  On  the  contrary,  most 
of  the  char ac ter i st i cs ,  dimensions  and  composites  studied  refer  to  perfor¬ 
mance  which  has  to  be  personally  observed  and  evaluated. 


‘‘''Borman,  Walter  C.  ,  Rosse,  Rodnev  L.  and  Rose,  Sharon  R.  , 

An  Inventory  Batterv  to  Predict  Performance  in  Navy  Officer  Recruiting: 
Development  and  Validation,  Navy  Personnel  Research  and  Development  Center. 
San  Diego,  Dec  1984. 


See  page  24  and  26. 


METHODOLOGY 


As  the  literature  is  limited,  the  study  relied  heavily  upon  survey 
r esearch . 

As  local  resources,  the  Kansas  Recruiting  Battalion  and  the  Leaven¬ 
worth  Recruiting  Station  have  been  involved,  and  the  chairman  and  second 
reader  both  have  recent  experience  from  recruiting  assignments.  These 
resources  were  used  primarily  for  field  studies  and  to  provide  background 
information  in  pretesting  the  mail  survey. 

The  mail  survey 

1  conducted  several  interviews,  at  both  recruiter  and  battalion  >0 
level,  at  the  Leavenworth  Recruiting  Station  and  at  the  Kansas  Recruitino 
Battalion  respectively.  Based  on  these  interviews  and  discussions  with  mv 
committee,  I  developed  a  test  batterv  of  25  guestions  against  mv  selected 
hypotheses. 

Permission  to  issue  a  countrv-wide  survey  was  Granted  Dv  U5AREC. 

Thev  mailed  out  the  survey,  through  all  their  Recruiting  Battalions,  to  luuu 
randomlv  selected  on-pr oduc t l on  recruiters.  The  survey  was  returned  to  Ft. 
Leavenworth  by  use  of  preaddressed ,  postal  paid  envelopes  identical  to 
those  used  for  return  of  answers  to  CGSC.  but  labeled:  "For  Return  of  Survey". 

The  pretest  was  issued  Nov  13,  1985  to  30  randomlv  selected  recruiters 
at  the  Kansas  Recruitino  Battalion.  They  were  asked  to  respond  as  if  the  survey 
was  received  through  USAREC,  and  encouraged  to  make  anv  remarks  they  might 
have  concerning  lack  of  claritv,  incompleteness  or  other  items  thev  felt 
should  have  been  included  in  order  to  make  the  survey  as  valid  as  possible. 

Two  of  the  guestions  were  altered  sliohtlv  based  on  the  pretest. 


Question  3  (How  Iona  have  vou  been  assianed  to  USAREC?)  was  expanded  from  two 
to  tour  years,  and  the  time  interval  was  extended  from  three  to  six  months. 
Question  19  (Do  you  know  whether  vou  were  recommended  to  the  selection  board") 
was  aiven  an  additional  response  alternative:  "Yes.  bv  IJSAREC  personnel 
'recruiters,  selection  teams  etc)". 

The  results  from  the  pretest  were  further  used  to  test  input  format, 
frequency  tables  and  crosstabul at  1  on  Droarams  at  the  Control  Data  Coroorstion 
tCDC)  computer  at  Ft  Leavenworth. 

The  mail  sur/ev  was  printed  at  the  Ft.  Leavenworth  Media  Suoocrt 
Center.  It  was  out  into  envelopes,  with  a  return  envelope  attached,  and  taken 
to  Ft,  Sheridan  ( US  ARE  C  >  dunna  the  Thanksoivino  Holiday  bv  me  and  »«  Y  ami  1  ••  , 

It  was  sent  out  Dec  6  to  all  Recruitino  Battalions  with  a  letter 
from  USAREC  attached  which  explained  the  survev  and  enrouraoed  oar t i c l pat l on . 

The  Battalions,  in  turn,  sent  it  to  their  Recruitino  Companies  and 
Stations. 

The  individual  answers  were  returned  anonvmouslv  to  me,  A  copy  of  the 
mail  survev  is  attached  as  an  Aooendix, 

The  mail  survev  incorporated  a  sianificant  sample  of  countrv-wide 
recruiters.  In  fact,  it  was  issued  to  1000  out  of  approx i ma t el »  4uou  rec¬ 
ruiters  all  over  the  continental  United  States  and  Hawaii,  coverino  some  25 
oercent  of  all  the  recruiters. 

The  return  was  exceptionally  hiQh.  Out  of  1000  surveys,  9o5  resoonded 
bv  returnma  a  valid  reolv.  I  will  not  elaborate  on  this  mad  resoonse:  Put 


beside  the  tact  that  soldiers  normally  show  a  high  degree  or  resoonsi veness . 
and  that  the  instrument  must  have  been  viewed  positively,  I  also  assume  some 
"Hawt hor ne-ef t ec t "  '  1  ' .  The  reason  tor  this  assumption  is  that  some  respondents 
expressed  satisfaction  in  beina  asked  about  their  feelings  toward  their 
recruting  assignment,  hs  one  expressed  it:  'I  wish  personally  to  t h a n r  < o u 
for  the  opportunity  to  answer  tour  survey.  It  oives  me  oreat  satisfaction 
fnowma  that  we  are  not  forgotten  about  out  here." 

The  data  was  gi.en  a  sequential  identification  numbei  'id  no1, 
transferred  to  optical  readable  an swer sheet s .  and  ted  into  the  CDC  compute- 
at  Ft.  Lea-enworth. 

Presentation  o  -f  SPSS 

The  Statistical  F  ac  k  age  for  the  Social  Sciences  ' SF  SS '  is  a  set 

of  related  proorams  for  the  manipulation  and  statistical  analysis  of  data. 

In  addition  to  ordinary  descriptive  statistics  and  simple  freauencv 
distributions,  it  contains  crosstabulation,  bivariate  correlation  analysis, 
partial  and  canonical  correlation  analysis,  multiple  regression  analysis, 
variance  and  covariance  analysis,  discriminant  analysis,  factor  analysis  and 
scalogram  analysis. 

It  also  contains  a  variety  of  subroutines  to  find  and  later  correct 
incomplete  data. 

The  SPSS  is  updated  constantly  and  I  used  the  latest  version'7  . 

1 1 Roethi sberoer  F.  J.  and  Dickson  W.  J..  Management  and  the  Worker: 

An  Account  of  a  Research  Prooram  Conducted  bv  the  Western  Electric  Comp. an,. 
Hawthorne  Works.  Cambridoe.  Mass:  Harvard  University  Frees,  i  5  ’ 3 . 

Nip,  Norman  H.  and  Hull,  Hadlai  C .  .  SPSS:  Statistical  c  *  •:  i  a  o  e  f  or 
the  Social  Sciences.  2’  ed..  Me  Graw-Hill,  New  rori,  l3'j, 

1  .  SPSS  Update  7  -  3 .  Me  Graw-Hill.  New  York.  1  ® 9 1  . 


Control  of  data 


It  is  s  common  occurence  in  research  to  find  that  tor  one  reaeon  nr 
another  it  has  been  impossible  to  obtain  a  complete  set  ot  data  tor  ever, 
case  in  the  rile.  So  it  is  in  this  sur vev . 

The  subroutines  I  used  to  discover  missina  and  invalid  answers  were; 

-  MISSING  VALUES  -  which  detected  and  per  id  no  printed  out  all  answers  with 

value  0  [zero/, 

-  IF  ROUTINE  -  which  extracted  individual  llloaical  answers  such  as  in 

question  8  (What  is  vour  preterence  tor  vour  next  assignment''  value: 
"Anv  assianment  outside  USAREC".  apainst  Question  12  'Where  weuio  .  ou. 
rank  recruiting  as  to  preterence  ot  dutv  assi anment ? >  value:  "First". 

-  SELECT  IF  ROUTINE  -  which  compared  and  extracted  per  id  no  combinations  of 

answers  such  as  question  25:  "It  vou  volunteered  or  liked  the 
assianment".  aoainst  both  question  20  value:  "volunteered"  and 
question  23  value:  "I  liked  it  verv  much"  and  "I  liked  it  somewhat". 
It  was  also  used  to  detect  values  outside  the  accepted  area. 

Given  the  reference  to,  and  a  print  out  ot.  lllooical  or  missino 
values,  I  then  checked  the  original  answers. 

All  missing  values  (onlv  question  25  permits  less  than  865  answers' 
proved  to  be  either  misounched  or  misread  tvpes  ot  data. 

Most  ot  the  illogical  combinations  also  proved  to  be  mi stransterences 
but  a  few  were  traced  back  to  valid  answers.  One  person  who  volunteered  has. 
for  instance,  declared  (in  question  23)  that  he  "disliked"  the  selection  and 
(in  question  22)  stated  that  he  "could  have  refused".  This  t.oe  of  illogical 
combination  was  accepted. 
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V. 


Opposing  answers,  such  as  the  one  mentioned  under  IF  ROUTINE,  were 
corrected  if  possible  bv  referring  to  other  questions.  So  were  answers  with 
value:  "nothing"  in  question  17  (What  did  vou  know  about  recruiting^1)  and 
values  other  than  “none"  in  question  18  (Who  crovided  vou  with  this  knowledoe 

After  several  tests  I  feel  confident  that  the  data  oresented  is 
rel i abl e. 

Frequency  tables 

The  selected  and  orinted  output  from  the  frequency  orocedure  resulted 
in  a  table  as  shown  below.  I  have  used  question  10  to  illustrate  the  lav  out. 

o  i  Ot  movi  do  vou  rr.ci.  a  pout  dcino  a  recrui  rcrr 
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Code  refers  to  the  sequential  order  of  response  and  is  important  in 
the  later  use  of  statistics. 

Absolute  frequency  gives  the  raw  or  absolute  frequencies  associated 
with  each  value  (or  response),  accumulated  to  a  total  of  9t>5. 

Relative  frequency  gives  the  percentage  of  each  of  the  responses, 


accumulated  to  100  percent 


UKt  IT  VERY  MUCH 

LIKE  IT  CQMF.  WMh  T 

NO  SPECIAL.  FEELINGS 

DISLIKE  IT  SOMEWHAT 

DISLIKE  IT  VERY  MUCH 


379x1  +  210x2  +  102x3  +  114x4  +160x5 

In  question  10:  x=  -  =  2.447 
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which  displays  a  centered  tendency  in  the  data. 

HEDIAH  is  the  numerical  value  of  the  middle  case  or  the  case  lvino 
exactly  on  the  50'*'  percentile,  once  all  the  cases  have  Deen  rank  ordered  from 
highest  to  lowest.  In  question  10  this  is  at  the  value  of  1.993. 

HODE  is  the  value  of  the  variable  which  occurs  most  often.  In  Question 
10:  value  1  (answered  bv  379  recruiters;. 

b  AR1 AH CE  is  a  measure  of  the  dispersion  of  the  data  about  the  mean. 

This  statistic  is  one  wav  of  measuring  how  closelv  the  individual  scores  of 

£ 

the  variable  cluster  around  the  mean.  m  ‘ x ,  ‘  ' 

s  *=  - 


N-l 


In  question  10: 

379  i  1-2. 447) =  +  210 (2-2. 447) :  +  102 (3-2. 447) r  +  l  14 (4-2. 447;-  + 160  (4-2. 447) ‘ 

S‘=  - -  2.26 
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Bv  squarino  the  deviation  from  the  mean  one  takes  into  account  all  differen¬ 
ces  from  the  mean,  includina  negative  differences,  and  it  aives  additional 
weioht  to  extreme  cases.  Clearly,  the  variance  will  be  small  when  there  is  a 
great  deal  of  homoaeneitv  in  the  data,  for  then  most  cases  will  have  verv 
small  deviations  from  the  mean. 

In  a  five  value  question  such  as  question  10,  a  variance  of  2.266 
displays  little  homoaeneitv  in  data,  but  rather  indicates  disoersed  opinions. 

ST  AH DARO  BEV I  AT l OH  is  another  measure  of  the  dispersion  about  the 
mean  of  an  interval-level  variable.  Very  simplv,  it  is  the  square  root  of  the 
variance.  The  advantage  of  the  standard  deviation  is  that  it  has  a  more 
intuitive  i n t erpr et at i on .  being  based  on  the  same  units  as  the  oriqinal  value. 


That  is.  as  the  variance  in  question  10  is  2.266,  then  we  are  reallv  talkinq 


about  2.266  square  opinions.  The  standard  deviation,  however,  is  1.5  which 
has  a  more  intuitive  meanina  as  the  distance  in  opinion  on  either  side  of 
the  mean. 

STANDARD  ERROR  helps  us  to  determine  the  potential  degree  of  dis¬ 
crepancy  between  the  sample  mean  and  the  usual lv  unknown  population  mean. 

This  statistic  is  normally  used  in  conjunction  with  many  variables  and  lartje 
samples  and  is  for  this  reason  not  used  in  this  survey. 

SREUNESS  is  a  statistic  needed  to  determine  the  deoree  to  which  a 
distribution  ot  cases  approximates  a  normal  curve,  since  it  measures 
deviation  from  svmmetrv.  A  positive  value  indicates  that  the  cases  are 
clustered  more  to  the  left  of  the  mean  with  most  of  the  extreme  values  to 
the  right,  as  in  the  case  of  question  10.  A  neqative  value  indicates 
clustering  to  the  right. 

KUR70S1S  is  another  statistic  available  in  SPSS.  It  is  a  measure  of 
the  relative  peakness  or  flatness  of  the  curve  defined  bv  the  distribution 
of  cases.  A  normal  distribution  will  have  a  kurtosis  of  zero.  As  all  of  the 
questions  in  this  survev  are  illustrated  bv  profile  tables  the  dimension  is 
easilv  seen  and  this  statistic  is  therefore  not  used. 

H1NINUN,  NAXINUN  and  RANGE  are  the  last  descriptive  statistics 
available  in  SPSS.  Since  the  number  of  variables  in  this  studv  are  few,  these 
statistics  are  not  disolaved  in  the  presentation. 

As  a  final  summarv  of  question  10  :  m  n  w  on  von  rrn  aihimt 

DCINCl  A  1  Ml. 

The  curve  is  more  flat  than  the 
normal  distribution  curve,  and 
clusters  to  the  left. 

t 

M  C  N 


Crosstabul at i on 

A  crosstabulation  is  a  joint  frequency  distribution  of  cases 
according  to  two  or  more  variables.  The  display  of  the  distribution  ot 
cases  based  on  two  or  more  variables  is  the  chief  component  of  contingency 
table  analysis,  and  is  indeed  the  most  commonlv  used  anal /tic  method  in  the 
social  sciences. 

These  joint  frequency  distributions  can  be  analyzed  statistically 
bv  certain  tests  of  s 1  on i f 1 cance ,  e.q.,  the  chi-souare  statistic  which  1 
have  used,  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  variables  are  statistical lv 
independent.  These  distributions  can  be  summarized  by  a  number  ot  measures 
of  association,  such  as  Cramer  s  V  or  the  continqencv  coefficient,  which 
describe  the  degree  to  which  the  values  of  one  variable  oredict  or  vary 
with  those  of  another. 

Subprogram  CROSSTABS  enables  the  user  to  compute  two-wav  to  n-wav 
joint  frequencv  distribution  tables.  Most  of  mv  crosstabul at  1 ons  are  two- 
dimensional,  but  for  a  few  specific  relationships  I  have  also  used  three- 
dimensional  tables.  In  mv  description  I  will  not  elaborate  on  the  latter: 
first,  because  the  later  use  seems  sel f-expl anatorv:  and.  second,  because 
it  is  very  close  in  its  nature  to  the  two-dimensional.  The  lav-out,  for 
instance,  is  really  displaying  a  two-dimensional  relationship  with  the  third 
variable  as  the  controlling  element,  giving  as  many  tables  as  there  are 
variables  in  the  controlling  question. 

The  nature  of  crosstabul at  1  on  tables  can  perhaps  be  best  illustrated 
bv  an  example  of  such  an  analysis  and  a  hypothesis  concernmo  its  result. 

Consider  that  this  study  hypothesized  a  relationship  between  how  the 
recruiter  feels  about  beinq  a  recruiter  (question  10)  and  satisfaction  prior 
to  being  selected  as  a  recruiter  (question  15). 


The  schematic  THQ-DIHEHS10NAL  5x5  crosstabulation  table  has,  Qiven 


965  responses  and  using  whole  percentages,  this  (simplified'  lav-out: 


Q  l  «:i  t  HOW  D  CD  YOU  1‘ttL 
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CHI  90UART  -  2  1.10  3  3  WITH  l  «•>  DEGREES  OT  FREEDOM  .  jlHNir  ICANCC  -  «.<  .  1  '  4  . 

CRAMER  «  V  -  0.07394 

CONTINGENCY  DCOCFF I C I EN T  -  O . 1 46*9 

The  two  Questions  being  considered  are  both  built  up  accordino  to  Likert  s 
scale,  From  positive  to  negative. 

A  short  glimpse  at  the  table  shows  a  much  more  positive  attitude 
toward  their  previous  10b  situation  than  to  their  present  assianment  as  a 
recruiter.  An  overwhelming  96  percent  were  previously  on  the  positive  side 
compared  to  the  present  51  percent,  and  as  tew  as  1.5  percent  were  previously 
negative  compared  to  the  present  28.5  percent. 


The  statistics,  or  tests,  in  SPSS's  crosstabul at  1  on  program  which  I 


utilized  were  the  chi-souare.  Cramer  s  V  and  the  continoencv  coefficient. 

CHI-SQUARE  is  a  test  of  statistical  siomficance.  It  helps  us  to 
determine  whether  a  systematic  relationship  exists  between  two  -ariables. 
tts  will  be  seen  in  Chapter  Four,  this  is  mv  main  instrument  for  testino  the 
previously  presented  hypotheses  (page  12  and  13)  and  I  will  explain  in  some 
depth  what  it  tells  us. 

Chi-square  testino  is  done  bv  computing  the  cell  frequencies  which 
would  have  been  expected  if  no  relationship  is  present  between  the  variable 
aivina  the  existing  row  and  column  totals.  The  expected  cell  frequencies  ar 
then  compared  to  the  actual  values  found  in  the  table  according  to  the 

'  1  f  Cl  1  —  f  «.  '  1 

following  formula:  x  -  =  2L  - 


f 


where  fo'  eauals  the  observed  frequency  in  each  cell,  and  f 

c  .  x  r  , 


expected  frequency  calculated  as:  f-' 


N 


equals  the 


where  c,  is  the  frequency  in  a  respective  column  marginal,  r,  is  the 
frequency  in  a  respective  row  marginal,  and  N  stands  for  total  number  of 
valid  cases . 


A  simple  illustration  can  be  made  bv  usino  the  crosstabul at i on  tab! 
on  the  previous  paqe.  For  example,  the  observed  frequency  in  the  first 
column,  second  row  is  13.  This  means  that  13  percent  of  the  recruiters  were 
very  satisfied  in  their  previous  job  and  dislike  very  much  their  present 
job  as  recruiter. 

70  x  16 


The  expected  value  can  then  be  calculated  as  f..1  =  - -  1.261 
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In  other  words,  1.16  percent  of  the  sample  (which  is  11  recruiters)  is 
expected  to  displav  this  opinion. 


(13  -  1.16)* 

The  discrete  value  of  chi-square  is  therefore:  x*  - - -  0.1453 


To  compute  another  value  let  me  use  column  tour,  row  one.  The  observed 

frequency  here  is  1.  1.5  x  39 

The  expected  value  is:  f.‘  =  -  =  u.Obl 

965 

'1  -  0.06  1'-' 

The  discrete  value  for  chi-square  is  therefore:  x  ‘  =  - -  o.uOl 

9  6  5 

As  can  be  seen,  the  greater  the  discrepancies  between  the  expected 
and  the  actual  frequencies,  the  larger  chi-square  becomes.  In  the  cross- 
tabulation  table  on  page  37,  the  chi-square  is  equal  to  21.1035,  whicn  is 
normally  considered  as  a  low  value. 

In  order  to  determine  whether  a  systematic  relationship  does  exist, 
it  is  necessary  to  ascertain  the  probability  of  ootainina  a  value  of  chi- 
square  as  large  as  or  larger  than  the  one  calculated  from  the  sample,  when 
in  fact  the  variables  are  actually  independent.  This  depends,  in  part,  upon 
the  degrees  of  freedom. 

The  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM  vary  with  the  number  of  rows  and  columns  in 
the  table,  and  they  are  important  because  the  probability  of  obtaining  a 
specific  chi-square  value  depends  on  the  number  of  cells  in  the  table. 
Subproqram  Crosstabs  in  SPSS  computes  the  exact  probability. 

In  our  table  on  page  37,  a  chi-sguare  of  21.1035  is  found.  The 
probability  of  obtaining  a  value  this  large  or  larqer  with  16  degrees  of 
freedom  is  0.1746,  i.e.,  less  than  1  chance  in  18.  This  means  that,  even  if 
the  chi-square  had  been  high  enough  in  value  to  reflect  a  relationship,  the 
hypothesis  might  prove  to  be  wrong  in  every  17th  case. 

Whether  the  risk  of  making  such  an  error  is  too  high  is  somethino 
that  needs  to  be  addressed  and  decided  upon  before  the  crosstabulation 
tables  are  interpreted.  The  decision  must  also  be  based  uoon  the  number  of 
cases  involved.  Without  aoinq  into  detailed  discussion  and  justified  bv  the 


large  data  basis.  I  decided  to  apply  the  very  restrictive  level  of  signifi¬ 
cance  of  less  than  0.0005.  In  other  words,  I  will  not  accept  hypotheses  with 
less  probability  for  being  correct  than  99.5  percent.  The  selected  example 
would,  therefore,  with  a  probability  of  being  correct  in  onlv  32.54  careen* 
of  the  cases  (100-17.46).  have  been  rejected  as  invalid. 

Understanding  this  relationship  between  chi-sauare  si  an i f i cance , 
which  in  mv  cases  needs  to  be  0.0005  or  smaller,  and  the  derivative 
probability  of  being  correct  when  accepting  a  hypothesis  is  important. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  a  selected  level  of  beino  correct  in 
at  least  99.5  percent  of  the  cases,  given  the  high  number  of  respondents, 
puts  a  significant  demand  on  the  test  battery.  In  other  words,  it  is  not 
possible  to  reject  the  results  on  the  basis  of  not  being  valid  or  reliable. 

By  itself  chi-sguare  helps  us  onlv  to  decide  whether  our  variables 
are  independent  or  related.  It  does  not  tell  us  how  stronalv  thev  are 
related.  Several  statistics  which  adjust  for  these  factors  are  available. 

When  chi-sguare  is  thus  adjusted  it  becomes  the  basis  for  assessina 
the  strength  of  the  relationship. 

Mv  purpose  is  to  test  some  hypotheses  and.  when  established  as  valid 
to  then  extract  from  and  comment  on  the  values  as  they  aooear  in  the  table 
itself.  I  have,  however,  applied  two  tests,  Cramer  5  V  and  the  contingency 
coefficient,  as  many  of  mv  questions  are  constructed  according  to  Likert  s 
scale.  I  will  therefore  comment  on  them  and  refer  to  the  SPSS  manual''1'  for 
more  detailed  presentation  of  these  and  other  tests  available  in  the  SPSS. 

,'”Nie,  Norman  H.  and  Hull,  Hadlai  C.  .  SPSS:  Statistical  Package  for 
the  Social  Sciences.  2U  ed..  Me  Graw-Hill,  New  York-.  1  975.  paoe  224  -  23". 


CRAHER  S  V  i s  a  suitable  measure  of  association,  i.e..  a  measure 
of  strength  of  relationship.  It  is  an  improved  phi-test  (which  on  1  v  tests 
2x2  tables)  and  makes  correction  for  the  fact  that  the  value  of  chi-square 
is  directlv  orooortional  to  the  number  of  cases.  Cramer  s  V  takes  the  value 
of  0  when  no  relationship  exists,  and  the  value  of  +1  when  the  variables  are 
perfectly  related.  Thus,  a  large  value  of  V  signifies  that  a  hioh  deqree  of 
association  exists,  but  without  revealino  the  manner  in  which  the  variables 
are  associated. 

Die  Cramer  s  V  value  of  0.07394  in  our  example  is  therefore  consioered  too 
small  to  reveal  a  rel at i onsh i p , 

The  CO  NT  1  ROE  Hi i  COEFFICIENT  is  another  measure  of  association 

based  upon  the  chi-sguare. 

X  1  ■  v 

Its  formula  is:  c  =  ( - ) 

x-  +  N 

It  can  be  used  with  a  table  of  anv  size.  Like  Cramer  s  V,  it  has  a  minimum 
value  of  zero  but  the  maximum  value  it  can  take  depends  on  the  size  of  the 
table,  i.e..  for  a  2x2  table  the  maximum  value  is  0.707.  For  this  reason 
it  should  onlv  be  used  to  compare  tables  havina  the  same  dimensions,  i.e.. 
the  same  number  of  rows  and  columns,  like  the  5x5  table  in  our  example. 

The  example  s  value  of  0.1462  is,  however,  considered  too  small  to  siamfv 
a  high  degree  of  association. 

The  table  on  paae  37  was  presented  somewhat  simplified.  The  exact 
SPSS  lav-out  of  our  example  is  presented  on  the  next  oaoe.  It  can  be  seen 
that  the  orinted  output  from  subprogram  Crosstabs  is  desioned  to  oive  a 
complete  reoresentat l on  of  a  ioint  distribution  in  a  readilv  under st andah 1 e 


tabl e  format . 


FILE  RECRUIT  (CREATION  DATE 


86/03/27. ) 
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I  6.5 


77 

67.5 

11.4 

8.0 


SOMEWHAT  VERy  DIS  ROW 
DISSATI  SATISFIE  TOTAL 
I  4.1  5.1 

- 1 - [ 

12  I 


1.8 
>o.3 
.  7 


■I - 

I  21 

I  20.6 
I  8.5 
I  2.2 
■I - 


I  5 
I  2.4 
I  26.3 
I  .  5 
■ I - 


I  3 

I  2.9 
I  15.8 
I  .3 

•I . . 


I  33 
I  28.9 
I  13.4 
I  3.4 
■I - 


I  3 

I  2.6 
I  15.8 
I  .3 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


676 
70.  1 


I  33 
I  20.6 
I  13.4 
I  3.4 

■I . 

247 

25.6 


1 

.6 
5.3 
.  1 


i  I 


19 

2.0 


T  “i 

J  •  L. 

i 

I 

3  7 .  3 

o  3  -  2 

I 

25.0 

I 

1 .  2 

I 

.  1 

I 

-I- 

-I 

c 

J 

I 

[ 

•  ■ 

i  •  .  ' 

2.4 

I 

1 . 0 

1 

21.8 

26.3 

I 

50 .  '> 

I 

.  5 

I 

.  2 

I 

-I- 

-I 

i 

I 

i 

I 

102 

1.0 

I 

i .  (j 

I 

1  0 . 6 

5 . 3 

I 

25. 0 

I 

.  i 

I 

.  1 

I 

-I- 

-I 

i 

I 

0 

I 

1  14 

.  9 

I 

0 

I 

11.8 

5.3 

I 

0 

I 

.  1 

I 

0 

I 

-I- 

- 1 

0 

I 

I 

1  60 

0 

I 

o 

I 

1  6 . 6 

0 

I 

0 

I 

0 

I 

o 

I 

-I- 

— 

-I 

19 

4 

965 

2.0 

.  4 

1  0  0 . 0 

RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  21.10357  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0.1‘4e 

CRAMER"S  V  =  .07394 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .14629 


The  headina  (between  the  asterisks)  controls  the  la.  n"(  *nn  h"t - 
the  first  variable  a  1  o  n  q  the  v  e  r  1 1  c  a  I  a  :■  l  s  and  the  s  e  *  o  n  i  .  *  r  i  a  h  1  e  a  1  o  n  a  me 
horizontal  a k i s . 


4 


the  upper  numb er  m  each  cell  counts  the  absolute  frequency:  the  loner 


number  tells  the  coluinn  oercentaae.  Line  number  two  a  1  v e s  the  row  oercentaae 
while  line  number  three  displays  the  column  oercentaae. 

Usina  the  uooer  left  cell  in  the  table  on  the  orp.ioo?  03 oe  as  an 

ex  amble,  it  tells  us  that  a  total  of  2b 2  recruiters  ii*e  their  present  asst  on - 

merit  very  much  and  were  very  much  satisfied  in  their  ore-ious  1 0  b .  This  is 
27.2  percent  of  the  total  9t>5  respondents.  Further,  it  is  o9.1  percent  of 
those  who  like  their  oresent  iob  very  much  and  3S.6  percent  of  those  wno 
were  very  satisfied  in  their  previous  job. 

F'ow  and  column  totals  in  absolute  numbers  and  in  percentages  are 
aiven  to  the  riaht  of  and  under  the  table,  and  statistics  are  orinted  below. 

The  THREE-DIMENSIONAL  c r osst abu 1  a 1 1  on  table  is  in  lav-out  and  inter¬ 
pretation  similar  to  the  two-dimensional  table  referred  to  on  page  3c. 

If  our  example  of  a  cr asst abul at  1  on  of  question  10  b<  question  15  was 

further  cr osst abu 1  at ed  bv,  for  instance,  question  20: "How  were  vou  selected"" 
the  three  tables  (each  representing  one  of  the  three  alternatives  in  question 
20)  are  as  presented  on  the  following  three  pages. 

I  will  not  elaborate  on  the  interpretati on ,  as  asoects  of  this  will 
be  taken  up  during  the  later  discussion  of  hypothesis  number  three,  but  would 
point  out  that  the  chi-squares  and  significances  varv  areatlv.  The  relation¬ 
ship  between  how  they  feel  about  being  a  recruiter  and  how  satisfied  they 
were  in  their  previous  job  seems  higher  for  those  who  were  drafted  (table  on 
paoe  44)  than  for  those  who  volunteered  (table  on  page  45),  The  chi-square 
value  is  25.059  with  a  significance  of  0.0688  for  the  first  table,  as 
compared  with  a  lower  chi-square  of  16.618  and  hioher  sionificance  of  0.4IO" 
•lower  probability  for  a  correct  hypothesis)  in  the  second  table. 
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*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 


Q 1 0  HOW  DO  VOU  FEEL  ABOUT  BEING  A  RECRUITER?  Br 

015  SATTISFIED  WITH  MILITARY  LIFE  LAST  JOB? 

CONTROLLING  FOR. . 

Q20  HOW  WERE  VOU  SELECTED'1  VALUE  1.  DA  SELECTED 

******♦***********************<■****** 


Q 1 5 

COUNT  I 

ROW  PC T  IVER  r  SAT  SATISFIE  NEITHER  SOMEWHAT  VER «  DI3  ROW 
COL  PCT  IISFIED  NOR  DISSATI  SATISFIE  TOTAL 

TOT  PC T  I  1. I  2.1  3.1  4.1  5.1 

Qi  0  - I - 1 - I - I - I - I 

1.  I  105  I  21  I  II  71  01  134 

LIFE  IT  VERY  MUC  I  78.4  I  15.7  I  .7  I  5.2  I  0  I  24.4 

I  25.0  I  13.8  I  16.7  I  70.0  I  0  I 

119.11  3.81  .21  1.31  01 

-I - I- . --I - I - I - I 

2.  I  94  I  25  I  21  21  1  I  124 

LIKE  IT  SOMEWHAT  I  75.8  I  20.2  I  1.6  I  l.o  I  .8  I  22. 6 

I  22.4  I  22.3  I  33.3  I  20.0  I  100.0  I 

117.11  4.o  I  .41  .41  .21 

-I - I . I . I-- . 1 - I 

3.  I  55  I  12  I  II  01  01  06 

HAVE  NO  SP  FEEL  I  80.9  I  17.6  I  1.5  I  0  I  0  I  12.4 

I  13.1  I  10.7  I  16.7  I  0  I  0  I 

I  10.0  I  2.2  I  .21  01  01 

-I . I - I - I - I - I 

4.  I  57  I  27  I  II  II  ...  I  8o 

DISLIKE  SOMEWHAT  I  oe>.3  I  31.4  I  1.2  I  1.2  I  0  I  15.7 

I  13.6  I  24.1  I  16.7  I  10.0  I  i 

110.41  4.91  .21  .21  01 

~I - 1 - 1 - I - I - 1 

5.  I  109  I  27  I  II  01  0  I  13? 

DISLIKE  VERT  MUC  I  79,6  I  19.7  I  .7  1  0  I  0  I  25.0 

I  26.0  I  24.1  I  16.7  I  01  01 

I  19.9  I  4.9  I  .21  01  01 

-I - I - I - 1 - I - I 

COLUMN  420  112  6  10  1  549 

TOTAL  76.5  20.4  1.1  1.8  .2  100.0 

RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  25.05849  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0.0688 

CRAMER " S  V  =  .10682 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .20893 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ******** 


HOW  DO  VOU  FEEL  ABOUT  BEING  A  RECRUITER' 
SATTISFIED  WITH  MILITARY  LIFE  LAST  JOB- 


B  r  0 1  5 


CONTROLLING  FOR. . 

020  HOW  WERE  YOU  SELECTED' 


VALUE  2,  vqlunteere 


************************************ 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 


I  VERY  SAT 
I ISFIED 
I  1 . 

I - 


LIKE  IT  VERY  MUC 


LIKE  IT  SOMEWHAT 


HAVE  NO  SP  FEEL 


SATISFIE  NEITHER  SOMEWHAT  VER,  DIS  ROW 
NOR  DISSATI  SATISFIE  TOTAL 

!  2.1  3.1  4.1  5.1 


155 

I 

75 

I 

5 

64.3 

I 

31 .  1 

I 

2.  1 

62.8 

I 

56.8 

I 

5  0 . 0 

r- 

CO 

I 

18.7 

I 

1 .  2 

-I- 

-I- 

38 

I 

36 

I 

2 

47.5 

I 

45.0 

I 

2 . 5 

15.4 

I 

27.3 

I 

20.0 

9.5 

I 

9.0 

I 

.  5 

I  2.11 

I  55.6  I 

I  1.21 

•I- . I- 

I  3  I 

I  3.7  1 

I  33.3  I 


I  27.3 

I  6.8 


I  I  I 
I  3.0  I 
I  i  1 .  1  I 


DISLIKE  SOMEWHAT 


DISLIKE  VERY  MUC 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


l  iJ.  u 

I  4.5 
I  1.5 

■I - 

I  6 
I  26.  1 
I  4.5 
I  1.5 


401 

1  00.  0 


RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  16.61782  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0.4 

CRAMER " S  V  =  .10179 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .19948 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ******** 


CIO  HOW  DO  YOU  FEEL  ABOUT  BEING  A  RECRUITER- 
Q 1 5  SATTISFIED  WITH  MILITARY  LIFE  LAST  JOB? 
CONTROLLING  FOR. . 

Q20  HOW  WERE  YOU  SELECTED? 


Q15 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 


I 


IVERY  SAT  SATISFIE 
IISFIED 

I  1.1  2. 


NEITHER 

NOR 


Q 1 0 


I . 


LIKE  IT  VER i  MUC 


j  i.i .  i.i 


t; 


i 


25.0 


6.7 


2. 


LIKE  IT  SOMEWHAT 


I  3  1  2 

I  50.0  I  33.3 
I  33.3  I  66.7 
I  20.0  I  13.3 


25.0 


6. 


1 

16.7 

33.3 


6.7 


-I 


I 


HAVE  NQ  SP  FEEL 


4. 


DISLIKE  SOMEWHAT 


I  3  I 
I  75.0  I 
I  33.3  I 
I  20.0  I 


•I- 


■I- 


1 

25.0 

33.3 

6.7 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


9 

60.0 


20.0 


■j 

20.0 


ROW 

TOTAL 


26 


40. 


-  i 

1  I 

0  I 

0 

I 

1 

100.0  I 

0  I 

0 

I 

6.7 

11.1  I 

0  I 

o 

I 

6.7  I 

0  I 

0 

I 

- 1- 

- 1- 

-I 

26 


15 

100.0 


BY 


VALUE 


OTHER 


****************************** 


RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  2.50000  WITH  6  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0.8685 

CRAMER " S  V  =  .28868 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .37796 


The  last  table.  displaying  those  who  were  selected  throuoh,  for 
instance,  reen 1 l stment .  consists  of  onlv  15  recruiters.  This  is  too  small 
to  aive  a  reliable  deoree  of  association.  Looicallv,  the  chi-souare  value  is 


low  with  a  hiqh  s i an i f l c ance . 

Note  also  in  this  table  that  the  SPSS  cuts  rows  and-or  columns  it 
there  are  no  responses  in  either  of  them, 
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DISCUSSION 


I  will  initially  present  the  accumulated  data  in  the  same  seouence  as 
they  were  answered.  This  part  mav  therefore  be  used  as  a  reaister.  and  the 
Questions  at  issue  can  be  reviewed  each  time  new  sets  of  1 nterr el  at  1 onshi ps 
are  discussed. 

Accumulated  date 

The  answers  are  given  in  percent  as  this  aives  a  better  vi sual i ' at  1  on 
than  the  nominal  data.  Thev  are  further  illustrated  b v  profile  tables. 

The  earlier  described  freauencies  (oaae  33  -  35;  are  presented  onl. 
for  those  Questions  where  thev  are  relevant.  Some  of  the  answers  are.  for 
this  reason,  shortened. 

For  Question  7  a  and  b.  where  the  recruiters  express  how  comfortable 
thev  feel  in  hiah  schools  and  in  colleges,  the  calculated  frequencies  are  onlv 
for  those  who  have  been  there. 

For  question  25.  where  the  recruiters  express  their  prime  motivation, 
the  percentaoes  are  onlv  for  those  604  who  volunteered  or  liked  the  assionment 

1.  What  is  vour  primary  dutv  position7 


^.3  '/.  Recruiter  •  R e o u  1  a r  h  r  m  v  ) 

15.2  l  Recruiter  IUSAR; 

11.7  7.  Station  Commander 

10.3  l  Other  .  spec l f  v : . 


3.  How  long  have  you  been 
assigned  to  USAREC? 


8.2 

Z 

E  5 

Mean : 

2.523 

44.1 

7. 

E  6 

St  dev: 

0. 860 

37. 6 

7. 

E  7 

Medi an : 

2.  447 

8.2 

7. 

E  8 

Variance: 

0 . 7  3V 

2.2 

7. 

GS  7 

Mode : 

“1 

L 

0.7 

7. 

Other 

Skewness : 

0 . 7  0  3 

11.1 

7. 

Less 

than  6  months 

14.3 

7. 

6  -  1 

*■» 

L. 

months 

11.9 

7. 

13  - 

18 

mon  ths 

Mean: 

c  r,  t 

»J  *  L  -J  < 

9.5 

1 

19  - 

24 

months 

St  dev: 

t  ,  "j  5  o 

9.4 

7. 

r 

L.  sJ  "* 

30 

m  o  n  c  n  3 

Med i an 

4.835 

0 . 4 

7. 

31  - 

36 

months 

Van  ance: 

8 .  739 

5.4 

7. 

37  - 

42 

months 

Mode : 

9 

3.5 

7. 

43  - 

48 

months 

Skewness : 

0 . 084 

28.5  7.  More  than  4  vears 


0 , 6 

Z 

Less 

than  24 

vears 

4.2 

7. 

24 

- 

25 

vears 

CO 

7. 

26 

- 

27 

vears 

1  7  .& 

Z 

28 

- 

29 

vears 

Mean:  5. 

745 

27.8 

Z 

30 

- 

31 

vears 

St  dev:  2. 

390 

23.2 

Z 

32 

- 

33 

vears 

Median:  5. 

328 

20.5 

7. 

34 

- 

35 

vears 

Var l ance: 5. 

7 13 

3.7 

7. 

36 

- 

37 

vears 

Mode:  5 

7.2 

7. 

38 

- 

39 

vears 

Skewness: 0. 

586 

3,7 

7. 

40 

- 

41 

vear  s 

2  .  5 

7. 

42 

_ 

43 

vears 

2,4  7.  Older  than  44  vears 


7.2 

3 . 0 

X 

7. 

Less 

5  - 

t  h  d  n  5 

10 

Mean: 

2.829 

7 .4 

•/ 

U 

1  1  - 

15 

St  dev: 

2.  105 

3.5 

7. 

16  - 

20 

Medi an : 

2.193 

2.4 

7 

21  - 

25 

V  a  r  i  a  n  c  e : 

4.430 

0.9 

* 

U 

26  - 

30 

Mode : 

1 

9.4 

l 

More 

than  30 

SI ewness : 

1  .  387 

7a. How  comfortable  do  vou 
feel  during  presen- 

_ .  tations  in  a  high 

1  school7 


How  comfortable  do  vou  feel 
durina  presentations  in  a 
c  o  1 1  eoe 1 


51.6  l  Very  comfortable 

34.0  l  Comfortable  Mean:  1.623 

St  dev:  0.801 

7.9  7.  Neither  comf  no r  Median:  1.438 

uncomf  Variance:  0.642 

2,7  7.  Uncomfortable  Mode:  1 

Skewness :  1.410 

0.6  7.  Verv  uncomfortable 

3.2  7.  Have  not  been  there 


26.4  7.  Verv  comfortable 

22.2  7.  Comfortable 

10.1  7.  Neither  comf  nor  Mean:  1.623 

uncomf  St  dev:  1.118 

8.4  7.  Uncomfortable  Median:  1.860 

V  a  r i a  n  c  e :  1.249 

1.5  7.  Verv  uncomfor-  Mode:  1 

table  Skewness:  0.807 

31.3  7.  Have  not  been  there 
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7c. How  comfortable  do  vou 
feel  during  interviews 
in  vour  office? 


70.9  7,  Verv  comfortable 

23.1  7.  Comfortable 
4.2  1.  Neither  comr  nor  uncomf 
1.5  I.  Uncomfortable 
0.1  1.  Verv  uncomf ortab  1  e 
0.2  1.  Have  not  interviewd 


9.  What  is  vour  preference  for 

vour  next  assignment /enlistment' 


1 1.1  1.  Reenlist  as  an  On -Product  i  on 

Recrui ter 

23.  3  7.  Reenlist  in  USAEEC.  but  not  as 
an  On-Prod uction  Recruiter. 
11.8  7.  Reenlistment  NCO 

28.2  7.  MOS  I  held  before  recruitino  dutv 
11. 7  7.  A  n  v  assionmenf  outside  U  S  A  R  E  C 

4.5  7.  Resion  from  the  Armv 
9,4  7.  No  preference 


R.  All  in  all,  characterize  vour 
performance  as 
a  recruiter. 


21.2  7.  Excellent 
33.1  7.  Above  averaoe 

27.3  7.  Averaoe 

13.4  7.  Below  averaoe 
5.0  7.  Poor 


Mean:  2 

St  dev:  1 

Median:  2 

V  a  r  i  a  n  c  e :  1 

Mode:  2 

Skewness:  0 


476 
1  15 

36  7 
243 

a 


0.  How  do  vou  feel  about  beino  a 

recrui ter9 


J9.J  7  Like  it 

verv  much 

21.7  l  like  it 

somewhat 

Mean : 

2.  447 

St  dev; 

1  ,  505 

10.6  7.  No  special 

feel i nos 

Med i an : 

1  .  99? 

V  a  r  i  a  n  c  e : 

2.266 

11.8  7.  Dislike 

1 1 

somewhat 

Mode : 

1 

Skewness : 

0. 592 

16.b  7.  Dislike 

i  t 

verv  much 

1.  Would  vou  recommend  recruiting 
to  one  of  vour  oood 
friends? 


40.0  7.  Yes 
45.t>  7.  No 


14.4  7.  Don  t  know 


12.  Where  would  vou  rank  recruiting 
as  to  preference  of  dutv 
_ .  I - 1  assionment?  29.7  7.  First 


25./  I  Second 

11.1  7.  Third 

32.1  7.  Not  desired 


TRY  TO  REMEMBER  HOW  YOU  FELT  PRIOR  TO  KNOWING  OF  YOUR  ASSIGNMENT  TO  USAREC. 
AND  ANSWER  THE  FOLLOWING  QUESTIONS. 


What  was  vour  last  assionment 
before  beino  assioned  to 

USAREC'' 


14. 


Characterize  vour  job 
per f or mance  in  vour 
last  iob. 


—I.  _ 

How  satisfied  or 
dissatisfied  were 
vou  in  vour  last 
iob"1 


23 .3  7.  Platoon  seraeant 


3 1.9 

7. 

NCO  in  TOE  Diet 

oon / company 

•  e  q  u  i 

20.o 

7. 

Administrative 

staff  dutv 

S.2 

7. 

Instructor 

15.5 

7. 

Other .specif/:  . 

Mean: 

1 .  285 

73.3 

*! 

t. 

Excel  1 ent 

St  dev: 

0.508 

24.2 

7. 

Above  averaae 

Med i an : 

1.178 

1.3 

7. 

Average 

Var i ance: 

0.  258 

0.1 

7. 

Below  averaoe 

Mode : 

1 

0.1 

7. 

Poor 

Skewness : 

1  .  794 

70,0  7. 

Ver  v  satisfied 

Mean : 

1.37) 

25.6  7. 

Sati 5  f l ed 

St  dev; 

0 . 664 

2.0  7. 

Nei ther  satisfied 
nor  dissatisfied 

Medi an: 

1.214 

2.0  7. 

Somewhat  dis¬ 
satisfied 

V  a  r  i  a  n  s  e : 

0.  441 

0.4  7. 

Very  di ssat i s* i ed 

Mode : 

1 
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Skewness: 


.  291 


16.  What  post  hioh  school  education 
did  von  have? 


What  did  vou  know  about 
recruitino  duties  before 
vour  assianment 
to  USAREC9  ! 


27.2  7.  No  post  hioh  school 

6.3  7.  Civilian  trade  school 

41. 5  7,  Two  vears  of  colleae  or  less 

17.2  7.  Associate  colleae  aearee  or 

more  than  2  vears  but  no  dearee 

6.5  7,  College  ( Baccal  aureate) 

1.3  7.  Post  colleae! Masters  or  Doctorate* 


4.5  7.  I  had  a  thorouoh  knowledoe 


11.0  7.  Some,  and  oositivelv  discussed 


20. 5  7.  Some,  and  realistically  oresented 


26.4  7.  Some,  but  neoativelv  discussed 


37.6  7.  Absolutelv  nothina 


f  f i cer  s 

rs  in  mv  unit 

ravel l no  teams  . 

recruiters  e 
es  who  had  exoer i e 
as  r ec r hi t 

1  1  e  a  o  u  e  5 


TRY  TO  REMEMBER  HOW  YOU  FELT  JUST  PRIOR  TO  OR  DURING  THE  SELECTION  PROCESS  AS 
YOU  WERE  ABOUT  TO  BE  ASSIGNED  TO  USAREC. 


19.  Do  vou  know  whether  or  not 
vou  were  recommended  to  the 
selection  board9 


12.2  7.  Yes,  bv  mv  battalion  commander 

6.1  7.  Yes.  bv  mv  company  commander 

18. 6  7.  Yes,  bv  USAREC  personnel  freer .  , 

selection  teams  etc* 

5,6  7.  Yes.  bv  others,  specify: . 

40.4  7.  No ,  I  don  t  know 

17.1  7.  No.  I  was  not  recommended  bv  an.- 


21.  How  were  vou  informed 
about  the  selection^ 


21.0  7.  Personally  b  ■/  m  v  commander 


14.1  7.  Some,  and  I  could  have  refused 


14.6  7.  Some,  but  I  did  not  feel  that  t  had 

anv  influence 

8.7  7.  Scarce.  I  was  ordered  to  at  least 

t  r  v 

27.5  7,  None.  I  was  strictly  ordered 


23.  What  were  vour  feelinas 
about  beina  selected7 


45 ,4 

7. 

Liked  it  very  much 

Mean ; 

2.342 

15,5 

7. 

Liked  it  somewhat 

St  dev : 

i .  4<?: 

12.7 

7. 

No  so  f eel i nos 

Med i an : 

1  .  797 

12.3 

7. 

Disliked  it  some¬ 

'lari  a  n  c  e  i 

7 .  227 

what 

14.1 

1 

Disliked  it  very 

Mode : 

1 

m  u  c  h 

Skewness : 

U.  646 

24.  Did  vou  express  vour 
reacti ons/f eel i nos  to 
vour  superiors'7 


7?. 2  Z  Yes 
20.8  X  No 


If  vou  volunteered  or 
assi pnment .  what  was 
mot i vat i on? 

liked  the 

vour  crime 

5 5.8  / 

I  The  job  chall enoe 

23.3  ■ 

C  Better  oromotion  oossi b i 1 i t l es 

4,6  ' 

t  Incentive  oav 

4.0  ) 

Avoid  other  iobs/tour  overseas 

3.5  3 

1  Dislike  for  present  assianment 

8.8  / 

Others  .  spec  if/:.. . .  .  .  . 
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Hypothesis  1 


THERE  IS  RARELY  ANY  KNOWLEDGE  ABOUT  RECRUITING 


DUTIES  BEFORE  ASSIGNMENT  TO  USAREC. 


This  hypothesis  was  specifically  addressed  in  auestion  17:  "What 
did  vou  know  about  recruiting  duties  before  vour  assignment  to  USAREC'". 

It  might  be  wrono  to  state  that  this  guestion  is  built  strictlv 
accordino  to  Likert's  scale  as  the  middle  point  might  incorporate  elements  on 
either  side  of  it.  This  is  why  I  did  not  put  ud  the  frequency  statisics  in  the 
results  presented  on  pace  52.  With  this  limitation  in  mind,  and  the  fact  that 


the  scale  is  built  from  "thorough"  to  "nothing"  and  adiusted  from  positi.-e 


to  neaative,  let  me  present  the  answers  and  the  calculated  frequencies. 


17.  What  did  vou  know  about 
recruiting  duties  before 


Mean :  3.818 


4.5  I.  I  had  a  thorouah 

knowl edae 

II. 0  I  Some,  and  positively 
discussed 

20.5  l  Some,  and  realis¬ 

tically  presented 

26.4  %  Some,  but  neoativelv 
di scussed 

37.6  I  Absolutely  nothina 


St  dev:  1 .  179 
Med l an :  4 . 03 1 
Variance:  1.390 


Skewness: -  0 . "01 


As  seen  in  the  presentation  of  the  accumulated  data  >  o  aoe  47  -  54* 
this  is  the  only  question  leaning  totally  toward  the  negative  side.  It  has  a 
large  negative  skewness,  the  mode  tells  that  "absolutely  nothina"  was  the  most 
frequent  answer  and  the  mean  is  on  the  right  (negative*  side  in  the  column 
"some,  but  neoativelv  discussed".  The  discouraoino  answer,  where  a  total  of 
64  oercent  answered  either  "absolutely  nothing"  or  "some,  but  neoativelv 
discussed",  is  in  accordance  with  earlier  studies'5'.  The  Quantification  of 


'"'’Graham.  Warren  R.  ,  Brown.  George  H.  ,  King,  William  l...  White. 
Leonore  and  Wood.  Mark  D. .  A  Pilot  Study  of  Armv  Recruiters:  Their  Job 
Behaviors  and  Personal  Characteristics.  Human  Resources  Research  Organization. 
Virginia,  Aor  1975.  cage  38. 

See  page  23.  55 


two-thirds  of  the  recruiters  is,  however,  so  high  that  it  is  necessary  to 


follow  up  bv  studying  what  implications  this  has  on  their  performance,  etc. 
»*»**»**»  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 

Bt 


Q  1  7 
009 


DID  YOU  KNOW  ABOUT  RECRUITING  DUTIES? 
CHARACTERIZE  f  OUR  PERFORMANCE  AS  RECRUITEF 


************************************* 


Q9 


COUNT 
ROW  PC T 
COL  PC  T 
TOT  PCT 


I 


IEXCELLEN 

IT 

I  1. 


ABOVE  A 
VERA GE 


017 


I 


1 . 


THOROUGH  KHOWLED 


I  20 
I  46.5 
I  9.  7 
I  2.  1 


17 
>9.5 
5 . 3 
1.8 


AVERAGE  BELOW  A  POOR 
VERAGE 

3.1  4.1 

- j - 1 - 


11.6 

1  .  9 


SOME . POS  DISCUSS  I 


-I 


SOME. REA  PRESENT  I 


4.  I 


SOME . NEG  DISCUSS  I 


ABSOLUT  NOTHING  I 


I 


80 

22.0 

38.8 

8.3 


108 

29.8 

33.9 


I  11.2 


-I 


116 
32.0 
44.  1 

1  2 . 0 


43 

11.8 


COLUMN 

TOTAL. 


206 

21.3 


3 1  9 

;3.  i 


c  e>  -> 


!  / .  _> 


129 

3.  4 


_ .  i 
.  1 


— 

-I- 

-I- 

-1- 

-I- 

29 

I 

44 

I 

24 

I 

7 

I 

ii 

27.4 

I 

41.5 

I 

22.6 

I 

6.6 

I 

1  .  9 

14.  1 

I 

13.8 

I 

9.  1 

I 

5.4 

I 

4.2 

3.0 

I 

4.6 

I 

2.5 

I 

.  7 

I 

.  i 

-  r  - 

“  1  ” 

“  i 

46 

I 

68 

i 

60 

I 

18 

I 

0 

23.2 

I 

34.3 

i 

30.3 

I 

9.  1 

I 

3 . 0 

22.3 

I 

21.3 

i 

22.8 

I 

14.0 

I 

12.5 

4.8 

I 

7.0 

i 

6.2 

I 

1.9 

I 

•  6 

-  T  - 

_  T 

**  1  “ 

31 

I 

82 

i 

58 

I 

61 

I 

23 

12.2 

I 

32.2 

i 

22.7 

I 

23.9 

I 

V  .  0 

15.0 

I 

25.7 

i 

22.  1 

I 

47.3 

1 

4  7.9 

^  1 

J  ■  4. 

I 

8.5 

i 

6. 0 

I 

6.  3 

I 

2.4 

-I- 

-i- 

-I- 

-I- 

i  -5 

4  .  4 


4.5  I 


48 


F:  0  W 
TOTAL 


5.  I 
-  -  -I 
i  I 


1  0  c 
11.0 


1  98 

'0. 5 


255 

.'0.4 


o 

17.6 


—  ! 


PAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  86.17727  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  O.OAOO 

CPAMEP-S  V  =  . 14942 

CONTI NGENC /  COEFFICIENT  =  .28632 


The  eract  chi-souare  in  the  table  is  computed  to  be  86.17727  which 


is  considered  high  and  signifies  a  relationship  between  knowledge  and  their 


performance.  The  significance  is  0.0000  which  tells  us  that  the  orobabilitv 
of  obtainino  a  value  this  larae  or  larger  is  less  than  1  chance  in  10.000;  so 
we  can  conclude  that  this  chi-square  is  verv  larae  indeed. 

This  is  a  5x5  table,  and  the  continoencv  coefficient  of  0.28632  is 
considered  high  enough  to  justify  the  hyoothesis.  The  sample  is.  however,  not 
correlated  along  anv  diaaonals,  mostly  because  of  the  52  percent  who  knew 
absolutely  nothing  and  still  do  better  than  average. 

The  table  shows  that  06  percent  of  those  who  had  thorough  knowledge 
and  69  percent  of  those  who  had  been  given  a  positive  presentation  do  above 
aver  a  o  e  or  better,  compared  with  52  and  44  percent  of  those  who  knew  nothing 
or  were  given  negative  information.  On  the  other  side,  on  1  v  2  and  0.5  oercsnt 
of  those  who  had  a  positive  or  thorouoh  knowledoe  do  less  than  average, 
compared  with  16.2  and  33  percent  of  those  who  knew  nothing  or  were  given  a 
negative  presentation. 

SUMMARY.  There  is  a  valid  relationship  between  the  recruiters  know¬ 
ledge  about  recruitinq  duties  before  thev  were  assigned  to  USAREC  and  their 
performance  as  recruiters. 

The  probability  of  doing  better  than  aver  a oe  is  1.5  times  areater  for 
those  who  are  provided  a  thorough  or  positive  knowledge  as  compared  to  those 
who  knew  nothing  or  were  given  negative  information. 

The  probability  of  doing  below  averaae  or  poor  is  5.5  times  great er 
for  those  who  knew  nothing  or  had  received  a  negative  presentation  as  compared 
to  those  who  had  been  provided  a  thorough  or  positive  knowledoe. 

Amonq  those  who  had  been  given  a  realistic  presentation  57.3  percent 
do  better  than  averaae.  30.3  percent  feel  thev  do  an  average  iob.  and  on  1  • 

12.1  percent  feel  thev  do  "below  average"  or  "poor". 
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*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 


Q 1 7  DID  YOU  KNOW  ABOUT  RECRUITING  DUTIES?  BY 

012  RANK  RECRUITING  AS  A  DUTY  ASSIGNMENT? 

************************************* 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 


IFIRST 

I 

I  1, 

I - 


SECOND  THIRD 


NOT  D 
ESIRED 
I  4.1 

■I - 1 


ROW 

TOTAL 


THOROUGH  KNOWLED 


SOME . POS  DISCUSS 


SOME. REA  PRESENT  I  33.8 


SOME . NEG  DISCUSS 


ABSOLUT  NOTHING 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


I  25.6 
I  4.5 
I  1.1 

-I - 

I  34 
I  32.  1 
I  14.0 
I  3.5 
■I - 


I  14.0  I 
I  1.9  I 
I  .  o  1 


I  31 
I  15.7 
I  24.6 
I  3.2 


I  22  I  lOe 
I  20.8  I  11.0 
I  7.1  I 
I  2.31 

•I . ---I 

I  41  I  i 98 
I  20.7  I  20.5 
I  13.2  I 
I  4.2  1 


I  49 
I  19.2 
I  20.2 
I  5.  1 


I  14.9 

I  30.2 
I  3.9 
■I - 


I  121  I  255 

I  47.5  I  26.4 

I  39.0  I 

I  12.5  I 


I  120  I  363 

I  33.1  I  37.6 

I  38.7  1 

I  12.4  I 

I - 1 

310  9&5 

32.1  100.0 


RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  76.61654  WITH  12  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE 

CRAMER"S  V  =  . 16268 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .27121 


The  chi-square  is  as  hiqh  as  76.61654  and  the  sianiTicance  as  low  as 
0.0000.  which  tells  us  that  there  exist  a  relationship  between  their  Knowledae 


about  recruitino  duties  betore  thev  were  assiqned  to  USAPEC  and  their  later 
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preference  of  recruitino  as  a  dutv  assignment.  This  can  also  be  expressed  as 
a  level  of  orobaoilitv  for  a  correct  hypothesis  that  is  hioher  than  99.99 
percent. . 

This  is  a  5x4  table  and  Cramer  s  V  is  too  low  to  state  that  the 
relationshio  is  specifically  strong. 

The  table  displays  that  58.1  percent  of  those  who  had  been  oiven  a 
thorouah  knowledae  rank  recruitino  as  their  most  preferable  future  assign¬ 
ment.  This  is  3,2  times  as  manv  as  those  who  previously  had  been  negative!- 
informed  and  twice  as  manv  as  those  who  knew  absolutely  nothing. 

On  the  other  side  of  the  scale,  14  percent  of  those  with  a  thorough 
knowledge  do  not  want  recruiting  as  their  next  assignment.  The  corresponding 
percentage  for  those  who  knew  nothing  is  33.1.  which  is  2.4  times  higher, 

The  oercentaae  for  those  with  negative  information  is  47.5,  which  is  3.4 
times  hiaher  than  for  those  with  a  thorouah  knowledge. 

The  pattern  is  further  emphasized  bv  considerino  the  first  and  second 
column  versus  the  third  and  fourth.  Then  83.7  percent  of  those  with  thorouoh 
knowledae  and  70.8  percent  of  those  with  some  and  positive  knowledge  would 
rank  recruitino  either  first  or  second:  while  62.4  percent  of  those  with 
neaatrve  knowledae  and  46  percent  of  those  with  absolutely  no  knowledae  would 
rank  it  third  or  as  u n desired. 

SUMMARY .  There  is  a  valid  relationship  between  the  recruiters  know¬ 
ledae  about  recruiting  duties  before  thev  were  assianed  to  USAREC  and  their 
later  preference  for  a  recruiting  assionment.  Those  who  were  oiven  a  realis¬ 
tic,  positive  or  thorouah  knowledae  rank  a  recruiting  assignment  far  hiaher 
than  those  who  knew  nothina  or  were  oiven  a  negative  presentation.  The  morn 
previous  knowledge,  the  higher  thev  rank  a  recruiting  assignment. 


This  is  a  5x3  table  and  Cramer's  V  is  barelv  hiah  enouah  to  tell  us 
about  an  average  strength  in  the  relationship. 

The  table  is  interesting  in  that  it  disDlavs  an  almost  5<* ' 50  percen 
taoe  between  DA  selected  recruiters  and  volunteers.  The  t h 1 r o  column  with  t 
recruiters  is.  as  earlier  commented  (page  46).  of  l ns l on i f i can t  importance. 

Bv  looking  at  and  highlightina  the  first  and  second  columns  it  is 
easv  to  observe  a  sionificant  shift  between  volunteers  and  "draftees"  as  a 
function  of  knowledoe. 

Startino  at  the  top.  69.3  percent  of  those  with  thorouoh  knowledoe 
had  volunteered.  This  level  drops  to  66  percent  of  those  who  had  some,  but 
positive  information.  It  further  drops  to  a  breakino  point  at  55.1  percent 
for  those  who  had  some,  and  realistically  presented  information.  The  weiaht 
then  shifts  to  the  left  column  displaying  that  70.2  percent  of  those  with 
a  negative  presentation  had  been  "drafted",  and  that  the  oercentaae  of 
"draftees"  was  66.1  for  those  who  had  not  been  provided  any  information  at 
all  . 

I  have  so  far  onlv  used  row  totals  when  extractino  information  from 
the  tables.  Let  me.  however,  here  use  column  oercentaaes  from  column  one. 
displavina  that  32.6  percent  of  the  "draftees"  had  some,  but  neaative  infor 
mation  and  that  another  43.7  percent  of  them  knew  absolutely  nothina.  in 
order  to  state  that  altogether  76.3  percent  of  the  "draftees"  were  poorlv 
i nf ormed . 

SUMMARY.  There  is  a  valid  relationship  betwen  knowledoe  about 
recruitina  duties  before  they  were  assigned  to  USAREC  and  how  they  were 
selected.  Volunteers  have  a  more  thorouoh  and  positive  knowledge  than  PA- 
selected  recruiters.  DA  selection  provides  for  the  most  part  uninformed  or 
neaativelv  informed  recruiters. 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 


Q17  DID  YOU  KNOW  ABOUT  RECRUITING  DUTIES?  B'< 

Q22  DID  YOU  PARTICIPATE  IN  SELECTION  PROCESS? 


»*»»»***** 

COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 


*  *  *  * 

Q22 


*********************** 


I 

IHIGH.  I 
ICOULD  CH 
I  1. 


SOME.  I 
COULD  RE 
I  2. 


SOME. BUT 
NO  INFL 
I  3. 


SCARCE. 
ORD  TRY 
I  4. 


Q 1  7 


1 


THOROUGH  KNOWLED 


SOHE.POS  DISCUSS 


SOME. REA  PRESENT 


29 
67. 4 
9.  1 
3. 0 


60 

56.6 

18.8 

6.2 


■I— . 

I  7 
I  16.3 
I  5.  1 
I  .  7 

■I - 

I 

I  13.2 
I  10.3 
I  1.5 
■I - 


3 

7.0 

2.  1 

.  3 


83 

41.9 

26.0 

8.6 


I  38 
I  19.2 
I  27.9 
I  3.9 


14  I 


15 
14.2 
10.6 
1 . 6 


13.  i 
18.4 
2.7 


NONE.  I 
WAS  ORDE 
5.  I 

- 1 


1 

2 . 3 

1 . 2 
.  1 


1 

.  9 

1 . 2 
.  1 


8 

4. 0 
9.5 

.  8 


3  I 
7 .  v  I 
l.i  I 
.  3  I 

- 1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 


1  6 
15.  1 
5 .  o 
1 .  7 


- 1  -  ■ 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

4. 

I 

60 

I 

20 

I 

45 

I 

46 

I 

84 

DISCUSS 

I 

23.5 

I 

7.8 

I 

17.6 

I 

18.0 

I 

32.9 

I 

18.8 

I 

14.7 

I 

31.9 

I 

54.8 

I 

29.  5 

I 

6.2 

I 

2.  1 

I 

4.  7 

I 

4.8 

I 

8.  7 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

43  I 
I  21.7  I 
I  15.1  I 
I  4.5  1 

I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 


ABSOLUT  NOTHING 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


87 

24.0 

27.3 

9.0 


I  57 
I  15.7 
I  41.9 
I  5.9 
-I - 


I  52 
I  14.3 
I  36.9 
I  5.4 
■I - 


I  28 
I  7.  7 
I  33.3 
I  2.9 
•I - 


I  139  I 
I  38.3  I 
I  48.8  I 
I  14.4  I 


•I- 


■I 


319 

33.1 


136 
14.  1 


141 

14.6 


84 
8.  7 


285 

29.5 


ROW 

TOTAL 


43 

4.5 


1 06 

11.0 


i  ib 

20. 5 


255 

26. 4 


66  3 

37.6 


965 

1 0  0 . 0 


RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  138.83431  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0.0000 
CRAMER " S  V  =  .18965  CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .35465 

The  chi-square  in  this  relationship  is  extremely  hiah  '138.83431). 

and  the  significance  is  extremely  low  (0.0000).  This  tells  us  that  there 


exists  a  relationship  between  their  knowledge  about  recruitina  duties  before 
thev  were  assioned  to  USAREC  and  how  thev  felt  about  their  own  p ar t l c i pa t i on 
in  the  selection  process.  This  is  stated  with  a  probability  higher  than 
99.99  percent. 
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The  reason  behind  the  high  contingency  coefficient  is  found  bv 
studving  the  column  percentages,  and  simultaneously  extractino  the  most 
interestina  information  from  the  table.  As  can  be  seen,  the  column  totals 
from  left  (positive)  to  rioht  (neoative)  in  Question  22  are  33.1.  14.1. 

14.6.  3.7  and  29.5  percent.  When  setting  this  up  against  the  level  of  know- 
ledae,  the  main  portion  (53.9  percent)  of  the  33  percent  who  felt  a  hioh 
dearee  of  participation  had  thorough,  oositive  or  realistic  information.  The 
main  portion  (52.9  percent)  of  those  14.1  percent  who  felt  they  had  some 
influence  are  found  amona  those  who  had  some  (neaat  l  ve .  real  i  st  i  c  or  oositi.-e1 
knowledae.  The  main  portion  (87.2  Percent)  of  those  14.6  percent  who  felt 
some  level  of  oarticioation  but  without  an  v  influence  are  found  on  the  lower 
half  of  the  knowledae  scale.  A  significant  shift  appears  when  reoardino  those 
who  felt  scarce  or  no  level  of  participation  in  the  process.  The  main  portion 
of  these.  87.8  and  78.3  percent  respect i vel v .  state  that  thev  knew  nothino  or 
had  a  neqative  presentation  of  a  recruiting  assianment. 

SUMMARY  There  is  a  valid  relationship  between  their  knowledae  about 
recruiting  duties  before  thev  were  assigned  to  USAREC  and  how  thev  felt  about 
their  own  par t 1 c i pat i on  in  the  selection  process.  Those  who  had-  some  knowledo 
experienced  a  hiaher  level  of  participation,  while  those  with  neoative  or  no 
knowledae  experienced  an  extremely  low  level  of  participation  in  their  own 
selection  as  recruiters. 

The  last  table  I  will  present  while  commentina  on  the  level  of 
knowledge  concerns  the  relationship  between  this  level  and  what  motivated 
them  to  applv  for  or  made  them  like  the  assignment. 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 

Q 1 7  DID  YOU  KNOW  ABOUT  RECRUITING  DUTIES?  B V 

Q25  WHAT  WAS  YOUR  PRIME  MOTIVATION? 

************************************* 

Q25 

COUNT  I 

ROW  PCT  I  THE  JOB  PROMOT.  INCENTIV  AVOID  OT  DISLIKE  OTHER  ROW 

COL  PCT  I  CHALLENG  POSSIBIL  E  PAY  HER  JOBS  PRES  ASM  TOTAL 

TOT  PCT  I  -01  1 . I  2.1  3.1  4.1  5.  I  6.1 

- I - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - I - I 

1.  I  51  28  I  71  II  II  01  1  I  43 

THOROUGH  I  11.6  I  65.1  I  16.3  I  2.3  I  2.3  I  0  I  2.3  I  4.5 

KNOWLED  I  1.4  I  8.3  I  5.0  I  3.6  I  4.2  I  01  1.9  I 

I  .51  2.91  .71  .11  .11  01  .11 

-I - I - I— - - 1 - 1 - 1 - I - I 

2. I  121  59  I  191  41  41  II  71  106 

SOME . POS  I  11.3  I  55.7  I  17.9  I  3.8  I  3.8  I  .9  I  0.6  I  11.0 

DISCUSS  I  3.3  I  17.5  I  13.5  I  14.3  I  16.7  I  4.8  I  13.2  I 

I  1.2  I  o.l  I  2.0  I  .41  .41  ,11  .71 

- I - 1 - I - 1 - 1 - 1-- . -I - i 

3.  I  45  I  91  I  38  I  81  41  41  8  I  1 98 

SOME. PEA  I  22.7  I  46.0  I  19.2  I  4.0  I  2.0  I  2.0  I  4.0  I  20.5 

PRESENT  I  12.5  I  27.0  I  27.0  I  28.6  I  16.7  I  19.0  I  15.1  I 

I  4.7  I  9.4  I  3.9  I  .81  .41  .41  .31 

-I - 1 - I - I-- . I - 1 - l . I 

4.  I  134  I  58  1  36  I  41  51  81  10  I  255 

SOME . NEG  I  52.5  I  22.7  I  14.1  I  1.6  I  2.0  I  3.1  I  3.9  I  26.4 

DISCUSS  I  37.1  I  17.2  I  25.5  I  14.3  I  20.8  I  38.1  I  18.9  I 

I  13.9  I  6.0  I  3.7  I  .41  .51  .81  1.0  I 

_I - 1 - 1 - 1 - I - 1 - I - I 

5.  I  165  I  101  I  41  I  11  I  10  I  SI  27  I  767 

ABSOLUT  I  45.5  I  27.8  I  11.3  I  3.0  I  2.8  I  2.2  I  7.4  [  77,6 

NOTHING  I  45.7  I  30.0  I  29.1  I  39.3  I  41.7  I  38.1  I  50.9  I 

I  17.1  I  10.5  I  4.2  I  1.1  I  1.0  I  .8  T  7.8  I 

-I - 1 - I - 1 - I - I - I - 1 

COLUMN  361  337  141  28  24  71  53 

TOTAL  37.4  34.9  14.6  2.9  2.5  2.2  5.5 

RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  126.26722  WITH  24  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0.OOOO 

CRAMER"S  V  =  .18086 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .34016 

As  this  table  also  includes  in  column  0  those  361  recruiters  who 

neither  volunteered  nor  liked  the  assignment,  it  is  not  correct  to  assess 

this  topic  throuoh  a  strict  crosstabulation  procedure.  I  will  therefore  on]v 

comment  on  the  observed  values  in  column  1  to  6.  Note  also  that,  the  total 
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column  percentages  deviate  pr opor t i ona 1 1 v  from  the  earlier  presentation 
of  question  25  (see  pages  47  and  54). 

It  might  be  considered  somewhat  artificial  to  attempt  to  evaluate 
and  rank  the  different  motivating  factors.  It  seems,  however,  that  motivation 
throuoh  iob  challenoe  is  better  than  personal  incentives,  hioher  promotion 
probabilities  or  additional  oav,  and  bv  far  better  than  beina  motivated  bv 
want i no  to  avoid  other  assignments  or  the  present  iob  situation. 

When  lookina  at  the  responses,  column  bv  column,  the  followina  pattern  aopears: 

-  52.8  percent  of  those  who  were  motivated  bv  the  job  challenoe  are  found  in 
the  upoer  half  of  the  knowledge  scale  (thorough,  positive  or  realistic' 

-  54.6  percent  of  those  who  were  motivated  bv  the  prospect  of  hioher 
promotion  possibilities  and  53.6  percent  of  those  who  were  motivated  bv 
incentive  pav  are  found  in  the  lower  scale  (neoative  or  no  knowledoe) 

-  41.7  percent  of  those  who  were  motivated  bv  wanting  to  avoid  other 
undesired  jobs  or  to  escape  from  their  present  jobs  (38.1  percent)  are  found 
on  the  very  bottom  of  the  knowledge  scale  (absolutely  no  knowledaei. 

It  is  also  interesting  to  notice  that  82.8  percent  of  those  who  did 
not  answer  this  question  (those  who  either  disliked  or  had  no  special 
feelinos  about  beinp  selected)  are  found  on  the  lowest  part  of  the  knowledoe 
scale  'neoative  or  no  knowledoe). 

SUH HARY.  Those  with  a  thorouah  knowledge  or  a  positive  and  realistic 
presentation  of  recruiting  are  more  motivated  bv  the  job  challenoe.  Those 
with  less  or  neoative  previous  information  are  more  motivated  bv  incentives 
or  bv  avoiding  other  lobs.  Almost  half  of  those  who  either  disliked  or  had 
no  special  feelinos  about  recruiting  assignments  have  received  absolutely  no 
previous  information  about  recruitina  duties. 
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Hypothesi  s  2:  LOCAL  INFLUENCE  OR  OPINION  APPEARS 

MORE  DISCOURAGING  THAN  ENCOURAGING. 

This  hypothesis  was  selected  in  order  to  identity  and  evaluate  the 
flow  of  local  information.  It  is  closelv  linked  to  Hypothesis  l'>:  "Most  of 
the  potential  recruiter's  knowledge  about  recruitino  duties  is  acquired  from 
NCO  colleagues  who  have  had  experience  as  recruiters".  As  it  also  is  linked 
to  the  stated  lack  of  i nf ormati on ,  I  selected  to  treat  this  aspect  as  a 
separate  hypothesis,  a  sort  of  bridge  between  H  1  and  H  1  * • . 

Central  in  testino  this  hypothesis  is  Question  25  which  divides  the 
respondents  into  two  distinct  groups.  On  one  side  there  are  those  who  volun¬ 
teered  or  liked  the  assionment  (later  called  positive),  and  on  the  other  side 
are  those  who  disliked,  or  at  best  were  ambivalent  to.  the  selection  (later 
called  negative).  I  could  also  have  used  question  23:  "What  were  vour  feelings 
about  beina  selected7",  but  would  then  have  included  volunteers  who  disliked 
the  assignment. 

To  start  bv  looking  at  what  implications  the  lack  of  information  has 
on  the  recruiters  performance,  well-being,  etc.,  let  me  first  tie  it  to  the 
former  table  (paoe  64).  Column  0.  which  is  displavina  the  negative  recruiters 
tells  us  that  45.7  oercent  of  them  had  absolutely  no  previous  information 
about  recruitino  duties  at  all.  Lookina  at  the  other  side-  o'  the  se  lf  'the 
uooer  part  of  the  column/.  e*tremelv  few  with  either  thorough  i n o w t e d g e  <1.4 
percent.1  nr  with  some  and  positive  information  1 3 .  7>  per  r en*  1  d i  s  I  1 1  eh  he i  r,  i 
se  I  ec  t ed  . 

4/?>  .  The  lack  of  previous  information  about  recruit  inn  duties 
is  one  of  the  maior  reasons  whv  manv  recruiters  dislike,  or  feel  ambivalent 
toward,  beino  selected  for  a  recruiting  assignment.  Positive  arid  r  ea  1  l  5* i  c  « I  1  v 
oresented  information  reduces  this  negative  attitude. 


*»**»»#**  CROSSTABULATION  OF*»****«** 


025  WHAT  WAS  YOUR  PRIME  MOTIVATION'1  Rv 

OOP  CHARACTERIZE  YOUR  PERFORMANCE  AS  A  RECRUITER 

»»ft***»t*ft*««****»***#**********»*** 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 


IEXCELLEN 

IT 

I  1 .  I 


ABOVE 

VERAGE 


A  AVERAGE 


BELOW  A  POOP 
VERAGE 


I  33  I 

I  9.1  I 

I  16.0  I 

I  3.4  I 


THE  JOB  CHALLENG 


I  11  7  I 
I  34.7  I 
I  56.8  I 
I  12.1  I 


PROMOT.  POSSIBIl. 


INCENTIVE  PAY 


AVOID  OTHER  JOBS 


DISLIKE  PRES  ASM 


OTHER 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


I  66 

I  19.6 
I  25.1 
I  6.8 


I  24  I 

I  7.  1  J 

I  18.6  I 

I  2.5  1 


I  28  I 
I  19.9  I 
I  13.6  I 
I  2.9  1 


I  14  1 

I  9.9  I 

I  10.9  I 

I  1.5  I 


I  8  I 

I  28.6  I 

I  3.9  1 

I  .8  1 


I  6  I 
I  21.4  I 
I  4.7  1 

I  .61 


I  6  I 
I  25.0  I 
I  2.9  1 

I  .61 


I  5  I 

I  23.8  I 

I  2.4  1 

I  .5  1 


I  9  I 

I  17.0  I 

I  4.4  1 

I  .9  1 


I  16 
I  30.2 
I  6.  1 
I  1.7 


5.7  I 
2.  3  I 
.  3  I 


ROW 

TOTAL 


I  120  I  78  I  39  [ 

I  33.2  I  21.6  I  1 " . 8  I 

I  45.6  I  60.5  I  81.3  I 

I  12.4  I  3.1  I  4.0  I 

■  I - T - I - f 


2.1  I 

6.3  I 


33.3 

I 

T  T  T 

J  J  .  -> 

I 

4.2 

I 

4.7  1 

7.5 

2.5 

I 

3 , 0 

I 

.  8 

I 

2.1  I 

.8 

I 

.  B 

I 

.  1 

I 

.  1  I 

-I- 

-I- 

-I-- 

- 1 

5 

I 

8 

I 

T 

I 

0  I 

21 

23.8 

I 

38.  1 

I 

14.3 

I 

o  r 

"*  "> 

1 . 6 

I 

3.0 

I 

2.3 

I 

0  I 

.5 

I 

.8 

I 

T 

I 

V  I 

_  T  - 

,  T  - 

-  T  -  . 

- -  T 

3.8  I 
4.2  I 
.  2  I 


9<s5 

1 0  0 . 0 


RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  157.90770  WITH  24  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0.0000 
CRAMER " S  V  =  .20226  CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .  37500 


With  respect  to  the  neoative  recruiters  (see  p ape  60).  this  is  an 


important  table.  Let  me  first  quicklv  run  through  the  methodoloav  bv  statina 
that  there  exists  a  hiah  relationship  between  the  recruiters  motivation 
and  how  thev  perform  (chi-square  is  157.90770  and  Cramer  3  V  is  0.202?6<. 

A  verv  distinctive  difference  is  seen  between  the  neoative  (row  <>■■ 
and  the  positive  recruiters  (row  1  to  6).  Among  the  127  recruiters  who  feel 
thev  do  below  averaoe.  60.5  oercent  belong  to  the  neoative.  and  out  of  the 
48  recruiters  who  feel  thev  do  poorly,  i.e..  have  oreat  difficulties  with 
makina  their  mission  box.  81.3  percent  belono  to  the  same  neoative  orouo. 

On  the  other  hand,  only  16  percent  of  the  neoative  feel  thev  go  an  excellent 
10b  as  compared  to  84  percent  for  the  positive,  and  only  28.5  percent-  fee  1 
thev  do  above  average  as  compared  to  71.5  oercent  for  the  positive. 


This  can  also  be  visualized  bv  lookino  at  the  row  oercent aoes.  but  do 
not  disreoard  the  inflationarv  effect  of  being  asked  to  evaluate  one  s  own 
perf ormance. 


P')«  I  »  l  *  •• 


I!  x  t  *J  )  Above  v  r  r  ego  Del  ow  four 

lent  a  vei  ago  ever  e  (j » 


The  most  common  answer  15  "averaoe" 
<33.2  percent)  amona  the  neoative 
recruiters,  and  the  main  portion 
(65.5  percent)  is  found  from  averaoe 
and  below.  The  most  common  answer  is 
"above  averaoe"  amona  the  Positive 
recruiters,  and  the  main  portion  15 
found  as  above  averaoe  or  excellent. 


S UHHARf.  Recruiters  who  neither  volunteered  nor  liked  the  assian- 
ment  characterize  their  own  performance  far  lower  than  those  who  either 
volunteered  or  liked  being  selected  to  a  recruiting  assionment. 
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Q25 

Q10 


WHAT  WAS  YOUR  PRIME  MOTIVATION? 

HOW  DO  YOU  FEEL  ABOUT  BE  INS  A  RECRUITER? 


B  Y  Oi  0 


it********************************* 


Q10 


COUNT 
ROW  PC T 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 


I 


Q25 


ILIKE  IT 
I  VERY  MUC 
I  1. 

I - 


LIKE  IT 
SOMEWHAT 
I  2. 

I - 


HAVE  NO 
SP  FEEL 


I 


I 


61 
16.9 
16.  1 

( 1 . 3 


69 
19.  1 
32.9 
7.2 


-I- 


1.  I 


THE  JOB  CHALLENS  I 


I 


218 

64.7 

57.5 

22. 6 


I 
I 
I 
I 

•I - 

I  67 
I  19.9 
I  31.9 
I  6.  9 


47 
13.0 
46.  1 
4.9 


DISLIKE 
SOMEWHAT 
I  4. 

I - 

62 
17.2 
54.4 
6.4 


17 
5. 0 
16.7 
1 . 8 


DISLIKE 
VERf  MUC 
I  5.  I 

I - 1 

I  122  I 
33.8 
?  6 . 3 
12.6 


24 
7.  1 


I  21.1 

I  2.5 


3.  I 


INCENTIVE  PAY 


8 

28.6 
2.  1 
.  8 


10 

35.7 

4.8 

1.0 


3 

10.7 

2.9 


10.7 

2.6 


AVOID  OTHER  JOBS 


I 


DISLIKE  PRES  ASM  I 


I 


1.8 
.  7 


6.  I 


OTHER 


10 

34.0 

4.7 

1.9 


-I 


5 

23.8 

2.4 

.5 


13 
24.5 
6.  2 
1.3 


5 

23.8 

4.9 


6 

11.3 
5.9 
.  6 


14.3 

2.6 


6 

11.3 


.6 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


379 

39.3 


210 

21.8 


102 

10.6 


114 

11.8 


1  1 


0.9 
1  .  ! 


-I 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

-I-- 

2.  I 

59 

I 

37 

I 

20 

I 

15 

I 

10 

POSSIBIL  I 

41.8 

I 

26.2 

I 

14.2 

I 

10.6 

I 

7.  1 

I 

15.6 

I 

17.6 

I 

19.6 

I 

13.2 

I 

6.3 

I 

6.  1 

I 

00 

I 

2.  1 

I 

1 . 6 

I 

1 . 0 

-I 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

-I-- 

4 

14.3 


L  . 

.  4 


-I 

-I- 

-I- 

- 1 

- 1 

-I 

4.  I 

8 

I 

9 

I 

4  I 

1  I 

2 

I 

JOBS  I 

33.3 

I 

37.5 

I 

16.7  I 

4.2  I 

8.3 

I 

I 

2.  1 

I 

4.3 

I 

3. 9  I 

.  9  I 

1  .  2 

I 

I 

.  8 

I 

.9 

I 

.  4  I 

.  1  I 

»  L 

I 

-  T 

-  T  - 

-  T  - 

-  T 

1 

4.9 
.  6 
.  1 


1  0 
18.9 
6 .  3 
1  .  0 


1  60 
16.6 


R 

TO 


I  1 


1  Oi 


RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  257.43216  WITH  24  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM,  SIGNIFICANCE  ’ 
CRAMER"S  V  =  .25825  CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .451 


This  chi-souare  relationship  is  extremely  hiah.  in  tact  one  of  the 
highest  values  observed  in  the  survey.  257.43216.  The  sionificance  is  0. 
meaning  with  100  percent  probability  that  there  exists  a  relationship  between 
their  initial  motivation  and  their  later  feelinos  about  beino  a  recruiter. 

The  table  is  hiohlv  logical,  and  I  planned  initially  to  either  bypass 
it  or  briefly  comment  on  it  as  self-exolanatorv.  I  have,  however,  come  across 
a  belief  durino  the  earlier  phases  of  the  studv  that  it  does  not  matter  how 
ooorlv  motivated  a  selected  recruiter  is.  because  he  will  be  "en 1 i oh t ened " 
dnd  motivated  throuoh  a  recruiter  course  at  USAREC  and  throuoh  later  practice 
at  his  rec ruitina  battalion.  I  susoect  this  attitude  is  the  oasis  tor  the 
Quoted  Commander  s  Note  <see  paoe  21). 

Let  me  use  this  table  to  demonstrate  that  this  belief  is  wrono. 

Before  elaborating  on  the  table,  note,  however,  that  the  vertical  Question  25 
refers  to  a  time  period  before  their  selection,  and  that  the  horizontal 
question  refers  to  their  present  situation  as  active  recruiters. 

The  table  tells  that  the  majoritv  of  the  initially  neaative  rec¬ 
ruiters  133.8  percent)  still  "dislike  verv  much"  bema  recruiters,  which  is 
76.3  oercent  of  the  160  who  feel  this  extreme  discomfort.  More  than  haif  ot 
them  (51  percent)  dislike  either  somewhat  or  verv  much  beino  recruiters,  as 
compared  to  a  small  number  (less  than  15  percent)  of  those  who  were  motivated 
before  beino  assioned.  I  might  have  to  make  some  justification  for  those  in.1? 
percent  and  for  some  of  those  19.1  percent  negative  who  liked  beino  recruiters: 
but  I  feel  confident  that  the  described  belief  is  obscurino  the  importance  of 
a  recruiter  s  initial  motivation. 


SUMMARY.  There  exists  a  strong  relationship  between  initial 
motivation  and  later  feelings  about  being  recruiters.  Those  who  were  initiall 
motivated  later  feel  far  better  about  being  recruiters  than  those  who  were 
neoative  or  ambivalent  to  the  selection.  Initial  neoativism  seems  to  be 
maintained  durina  the  assignment. 

The  next  table  (cage  72)  is  logical  and  self-ex planatorv. 

It  is  another  table  with  a  high  chi-sguare  value  and  the  distinct  value  of  <> 
for  the  significance,  stating  a  100  percent  probability  for  a  relationship. 
The  relationship  here  is  between  the  initial  motivation  and  whether  or  not 
thev  would  recommend  a  recruiting  assignment  to  one  of  their  good  friends. 

It  states  that  most  of  the  initially  negative  recruiters  (68.1  oer- 
cent)  would  not  recommend  a  recruiting  assignment  with  15.2  percent  answering 
that  thev  don  t  know.  The  remaining  16.6  percent  who  still  answered  they 
would  recommend  it  comprise  onlv  60  recruiters  <6.2  percent  of  the  total!. 

The  corr espondi ng  number  for  the  positive  motivated  recruiters  is  326  which 
is  54  percent. 

SUMMARY.  There  exists  a  relationship  between  the  initial  motivation 
of  recruiters  and  whether  or  not  thev  would  recommend  a  recruitina  assignment 
to  one  of  their  good  friends.  More  than  two-thirds  of  the  initially  neoative 
recruiters  would  not  recommend  such  as  assignment  while  more  than  one  half  of 
the  positive  recruiters  would. 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 


025  WHAT  WAS  YOUR  PRIME  MOTIVATION?  By 

Q 1 5  SATISFIED  WITH  MILITARY  LIFE  LAST  JOB" 

************************************* 


COUNT 
ROW  PC T 
COL  PC T 
TOT  PCT 


IVERY  SAT 
IISFIED 
I  1. 


SATISFIE 

I  2.  ] 

I - 

I  63 
I  17.5 
I  25.5 
I  6.5 


NEITHER 

NOR 


SOMEWHAT 
DISSATI 
I  4. 


VERY  DIS 
SATISFIE 
I  5.  I 


I  4 
I  1.1 
I  21.1 
I  .  4 


ROW 

TOTAL 


I  25.0  I 

I  .11 

.[ - [ 


THE  JOB  CHALLENG 


PRQMOT.  POSSIBIL 


INCENTIVE  PAY 
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RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  75.45125 
CRAMER "S  V  =  .13981 
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CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .2692' 
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The  chi-square  in  the  table  on  qaae  72  is  high  enouah  to  indicate  a 
relationship  between  their  motivation  toward  a  recruitino  assignment  and  their 
earlier  level  of  satisfaction  with  the  military  life,  and  the  significance 
is  low  enouah  to  iustifv  it.  Cramer's  V  moderates,  however,  the  strength  of 
it. 


Mv  reason  for  presenting  this  table  is  to  demonstrate  that  it  is  not 
true  that  the  initially  negative  recruiters  comprise  those  who  nor mal 1  *  are 
negative  in  nature,  as  opoosed  to  the  positive  recruiters  who  normally  feel 
challenged  bv  or  positive  to  all  kinds  of  job  situations.  Bv  condensing  the 
table  -into  a  visualization  of  the  two  groups,  the  following  relationship 


Verv  sat 

Sat i sf i ed 

Neither/ 

nor 

Somewhat 

di  ssat  i  s 

Verv  dis¬ 
satisfied 

Total 

Row  0  (neaative) 

288 

4 

5 

1 

3a  1 

79.8 

1 .  1 

1 .  4 

0 . 3 

Row  1  -  6  (pos) 

388 

■SB 

15 

BIB 

3 

604 

64.2 

EXM 

2 . 5 

IKlyffiB 

0 . 5 

I  do  not  deny  that  it  mav  be  oossible  to  trace  some  of  this  bad  to 
the  old  saving  that  the  best  10b  vou  ever  had  was  the  one  vou  recently  1 e  1 1 , 
but  this  ouaht  to  be  close  to  proportional  for  both  groups.  Even  if  some  of 
it  is  due  to  an  overemohasi z i ng  bv  the  negative  because  of  a  dislike  for 
their  present  iob  situation.  I  see  no  reason  for  stating  a  totally  opposite 
hypothesis. 

SUMMARY.  There  is  no  significant  difference  in  satisfaction  with 
the  military  as  a  wav  of  life  between  those  who  were  initially  negative  to 


the  recruiting  assignment  and  those  who  were  positive  to  it. 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ******** 

Q 1 7  DID  YOU  KNOW  ABOUT  RECRUITING  DUTIES?  BY 

018  WHO  PROVIDED  YOU  WITH  THIS  KNOWLEDGE? 

************************************ 

018 

COUNT  I 

ROW  PCT  ICOMMAND.  OTHER  OF  OUTSIDER  NCO  COLL  OTHER  NC  NONE 

COL  PCT  I  OFF  I CERS  FICERS  REC.TEA  EX  RECR  0  COLLEA 

TOT  PCT  I  1. I  2.1  3.1  4.1  5.1  6.1 

- I - r - I - I - I - I - j 

1  .  I  7  1  6  1  7  I  211  7  T  0  1 

THOROUGH  KNOWLED  I  16.3  I  14.0  I  16.3  I  48.8  I  4.7  I  0  I 

I  36.8  I  17.6  I  6.1  I  5.7  T  2,7  I  0  T 

I  .71  .61  .71  2.21  .21  Or 

-I - i - I - I - T - T - r 

2.  I  4  r  14  I  32  T  47  f  ?  I  o  I 

SOME . POS  DISCUSS  I  3.8  I  13.2  I  30.2  I  46.2  I  6.6  I  0  1 

I  21.1  I  41.2  I  27.9  I  13.4  I  10.3  I  .1  1 

I  .41  1.51  3.31  5.11  .?!  o  I 

-I - i - I - I - I - I - 1 

3.  I  71  10  I  63  I  104  I  14  I  01 

SOME. REA  PRESENT  I  3.5  I  5.1  I  31.8  I  52.5  I  ? . 1  I  01 

I  36.8  I  29.4  I  54.8  I  28.4  I  2>'< .  h  1  t 

I  .71  1 . 0  I  6 . 5  I  1 0 . 8  I  I  .  5  I  01 

-I-- . I . ---I . --I - I - I - I 

4.  I  II  41  13  I  192  I  45  I  01 

SOME . NEG  DISCUSS  I  .4  I  1.6  I  5.1  I  75.3  I  17,6  I  0  I 

I  5.3  I  11.8  I  11.3  I  52.5  I  66.2  I  0  j 

I  .11  .41  1.3119.91  4.7J  0  T 

-l - 1 - 1 - I - I - I - I 

5.  I  01  01  01  01  01  363  I 

ABSOLUT  NOTHING  I  0  I  0  I  0  I  o  I  a  i  10A.A  : 

[  o  I  A  I  A  I  0  1  a  t  i  a  A  .  A  r 

I  o  I  A  I  o  I  0  T  A  [  77.*,  [ 

-I - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - r - i 

COLUMN  19  34  115  366  68  363 

TOTAL  2.0  3.5  1  1.9  37.9  T ,  0  ’7,6 

RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  1181.63739  WITH  20  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM, 

SIGNIFICANCE  =  0 

CRAMER " S  V  =  .55328 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .74193 

The  chi-square  in  this  table  is  extremelv  hiah.  bv  Tar  the  h i o h e s t 

value  in  the  total  survev.  The  sionilicance  is  0.  statino  with  100  oercent 

orobabilitv  that  there  exists  a  relationship  between  what  1 1>  e  v  pr  e  i  ous  1  . 


about  recruitina  and  who  provided  them  with  this  Knowledoe. 


This  is  a  6x5  table,  and  a  Cramers  V  of  0.55328  is  considered  ver. 
hioh  and  justifies  a  strong  relationship.  Even  if  the  number  of  rows  and 
columns  are  different,  the  contingencv  coefficient  disolavs  a  correlation  of 
the  observed  values  along  the  main  diagonal. 

The  total  table  mav  not  seem  interesting  initially,  and  the  tested 
relationship  might  even  seem  self-evident.  For  instance,  the  observation  that 
the  363  who  knew  nothing  about  recruiting  were  not  provided  this  knowledoe 
bv  anvone  does  not  contribute  more  to  our  knowledge  than  the  fact  that  the 
data  seems  logical  and  valid. 

If  one.  however,  looks  at  row  4  which  disolavs  who  or o  / 1 ded  the 
negative  information,  it  is  seen  that  NCO  colleagues  with  recruiting 
experience  were  responsible  for  most  of  the  information  (31. 39  percent  of 
those  who  were  informed  -  see  also  Hypothesis  10).  and  that  most  of  them 
(52.5  percent)  aave  a  neaative  presentation.  Reoardino  other  NCO  colleaaues 
providinq  local  influence,  it  is  seen  that  thev  are  even  worse  than  former 
recruiters  in  that  two-third  of  them  present  neaative  information. 

The  onlv  local  defense  against  this  massive  neaative  influence  seems 
to  be  commanding  officers  and  other  officers  at  the  units,  who  are  reoarden 
as  orovidina  both  positive  and  realistic  information.  Their  effort  seems, 
however,  to  pale  in  comparison  with  the  massive  horizontal  NCO  information, 
at  a  rate  of  1  to  8. 

There  is  another  aroup  which  needs  to  be  addressed,  and  that  is  the 
outside  selection  team  and  other  USAREC  information  personnel.  Thev  are  obvi¬ 
ously  well  qualified  and  instructed  to  provide  the  most  realistic  information 
about  recruitino  duties.  Thev  are.  however,  comoetina  with  local  NCO  colleague 
with  recruitmo  experience. 


SUMMARY.  A  hiah  proportion  <37.6  percent)  are  not  oiven  anv  informat¬ 


ion  at  all  about  recruitino  duties  before  beina  assianed  to  recruitino  command 
The  local  influence  is  mostly  provided  horizontally  by  other  NCO  colleaoues 
and  is  neoah/alv  influencina.  Information  oiven  bv  officers  at  their  units  or 
bv  US APEC  t  rave  1  i  no  teams  is  considered  positively  but  evident,  loro  a  n  i  zed  poorl 
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1 
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v e  recruiters, 

I  34.3  I  49.3  I 

1  27.2  I  10.3  I  is  whether  or  not  it  is  pcs- 

-I - 1 - 1 

1 .  I  291  I  4  6  I  337  sible  to  identif.-  them  before 

THE  JOB  CHALLENG  I  86.4  I  13.6  I  34.9 

I  38,1  I  22.9  I  thev  are  selected. 

I  30.2  I  4.8  I 

-I - j - I  j0  illustrate  this  I  put  up 

2.  I  122  I  19  I  141 

PR0M0T,  POSSIBIL  I  86.5  I  13.5  I  14.6  question  25  aoainst  question 
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-I - 1 - 1 

3.  I  22  I  6  I  28  reactions'feelinos  to  vo ur 

INCENTIVE  PAy  I  78.6  I  21.4  I  2.9 

I  2.9  I  3.0  I  superiors'1".  The  result  is 

I  2.3  I  .o  I 


-j - j - 1  shown  in  the  table  to  the 

4.  I  16  I  81  24 

AVOID  OTHER  JOBS  I  66.7  I  33.3  I  2.5  left,  and  tells  that  72. e 

I  2.1  I  4.0  I 

I  1.7  I  .8  I  percent  of  the  neoative  did 

-I - 1 - I 

5.  I  15  I  61  21  express  their  reactions. 
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76 


Hypothesis  3:  RECENTLY  "DRAFTED"  RECRUITERS  LIFE  THEIR  ASSIGNMENT 

LESS  THAN  THOSE  WHO  WERE  SELECTED  EARLIER. 

Mv  initial  hypothesis  (in  September  85)  had  a  s 1 1 a h 1 1 v  different  w o r - 
dina  but  the  same  purpose,  namelv  trvino  to  Quantify  whether  or  not  there  is 
an  onqoinq  change  in  recruiter  attitudes  toward  their  recruitino  as  si  on  men  t  « . 

I  was,  however,  told  that  there  had  been  a  change  in  1981  afterwhich  all  Hrmv 
recruiters  have  been  "drafted".  This  opened  the  possibility  to  out  these  two 
oroups  (initially  here  called  "draftees"  and  volunteers.1  up  aoainst  each  otner 

The  central  Question  to  evaluate  the  time  factor  is  Question  5 :  "How 
Iona  have  vou  been  assioned  to  USAREC7'1.  Since  this  survey  was  conducted  in 
1  a i e  1985,  I  assumed  that  recruiters  who  had  been  assioned  to  (J S h R f C  more  thin 
4  years  had  been  selected  under  the  old  selection  process,  while  those  with 
less  time  as  recruiters  had  been  screened  and  "drafted"  bv  (1ILPERCEN.  This 
first  four- year  period  also  needs,  in  some  instances,  to  be  divided  into  two 
parts  as  those  with  more  than  3  vears  in  USAREC  have  been  specifically  (Quali¬ 
fied  and  have  selected  to  prolong  their  recruiting  dutv. 

A  revised  presentation  of  Question  3  (see  page  48).  includina  these 
two  new  time  parameters,  is  given  underneath: 

3.  How  long  have  vou  been  11.1  7.  Less  than  6  months 

14.3  X  6  -  12  months 

11.9  1  13  -  18  months  Mean:  5 .201 

9.5  1.  19  -  24  months  St  dev:  9,95o 

9.4  l  25  -  30  months  Median  4.835 

6.4  l  31  -  36  months  Variance:  8.739 

5.4  7.  37  -  42  months  Mode:  9 

3.5  7.  43  -  48  months  Skewness:  0.084 

2S.5  7.  More  than  4  vears 

or  more? 

I  will  not  dwell  too  long  with  interpreting  the  profile  taPle.  but 
comment  that  most  of  thos  with  more  than  4  vears  assigned  are  personnel 
older  than  36  vears,  only  a  few  vounoer  than  30.  Most  of  them  are  recruiters 
in  the  USAR.  station  commanders  or  have  special  functions  (nurse  recr.  etc.'. 
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HOW  LONG  HAVE  YOU  BEEN  IN  USAREC? 
YOUR  FEELINGS  ABOUT  BEING  SELECTED? 
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RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  120.37258  WITH  32  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  *  < 
CRAMER " S  V  =  .17659  CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  = 


The  previous  table  (paae  78)  gives  an  overall  correlation  between 
how  loop  thev  have  been  assianed  to  USAREC  and  how  thev  orioinallv  reacted 
toward  beinq  selected.  The  chi-square  value  is  verv  hiah  (120.37258)  and  the 
significance  is  verv  low  (0.0000).  stating  that  there  exists  a  relationshio. 
The  Cramer  s  V  (5x9  table)  is,  however,  so  low  (0.17659)  that  the  relation¬ 
ship  ought  to  be  char ac ter i z ed  as  weak. 

There  is  a  significant  shift  in  the  table  between  row  9  (those  who 
have  been  assigned  to  USAREC  more  than  4  vears)  and  the  other  rows.  Sub- 
tractino  row^l  to  8  and  comparing  it  with  row  9,  the  following  pattern  appears 


Liked  it 

v.  much 

Liked  it 
somewhat 

No  spec 
feelings 

Disliked 

somewhat 

Row  1  -  8 

118 

103 

113 

691 

17.  1 

14.9 

It.  4 

Row  9 

19 

m 

274 

6.9 

■ER9R 

Bn 

Looking  at  the  neqative  aspects  in  the  table  first,  it  is  seen  that 
twice  as  many  "draftees”  compared  to  volunteers  dislike  verv  much  beina  selec¬ 
ted.  The  similar  proportion  among  those  who  dislike  it  somewhat  is  2.5  in  the 
"draftees"  disfavour.  On  the  other  side  of  the  scale,  almost  twice  as  manv 
volunteers  as  "draftees"  liked  verv  much  being  selected.  Let  me  remark  that 
some  of  this  shift  is  due  to  the  fact  that  disillusioned  recruiters  mioht  have 
chosen  to  return  to  their  previous  or  other  assignments.  This  seems,  however.  ' 

to  be  onlv  a  small  part  of  the  reason  as  those  with  3-4  vears  of  recruiter  , 

I 

dutv  display  the  same  negative  attitude  as  the  rest  of  the  recently  selected 
recruiters. 

SUHHARY .  The  recently  selected  recruiters  liked  beino  selected  less  j 

than  those  who  were  selected  before  the  Army  changed  its  selection  process  i 

from  volunteers  to  "draftees".  Appr ox l mat  el v  one  third  of  the  "draftees"  < 


disliked  being  selected  somewhat  or  verv  much. 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ****** 


Q3  HOW  LONG  HAVE  YOU  BEEN  IN  USAREC?  BY 

010  HOW  DO  YOU  FEEL  ABOUT  BEING  A  RECRUITER? 

A********************************* 

Q 1 0 

COUNT  I 

ROW  PCT  ILIKE  IT  LIKE  IT  HAVE  NO  DISLIKE  DISLIKE 
COL  PCT  I  VERY  MUC  SOMEWHAT  SP  FEEL  SOMEWHAT  VERY  HUC  T 


TOT  PCT  I  1.1 


- - i 

- 1  - 

1  .  I 

21 

I 

32 

LESS 

TH  6  MONTHS  I 

19.6 

I 

29.9 

I 

5 . 5 

I 

15.2 

I 

2 . 2 

I 

7  7 

o  •  o 

2.  I 

35 

I 

38 

6  - 

12  MONTHS  I 

25.4 

I 

27.5 

I  9.2  I  18.1 

I  3.6  I  3.9 

3.  I  "  2 8  I  27 

13  -  18  MONTHS  I  24.3  I  23.5 

I  7.4  I  12.9 

I  2 . 9  _  I  2.8 

4.  "i  '  24  f"  'is 

19  -  24  MONTHS  I  26.1  I  16.3 

I  6.3  I  7.1 

I  2.5  I  1.6 

5.  I  “22  T  17 

25  -  30  MONTHS  I  24.2  I  18.7 

I  5.8  I  8.1 

I  2.3  I  1.8 

6.  I  18  I  " . 11 

31  -  36  MONTHS  I  29.0  I  17.7 

I  4.7  I  5.2 

I  1.9  I  1.1 

7.  i'  35*  1 . 14 

37  -  42  MONTHS  I  67.3  I  26.9 

I  9.2  I  6.7 

I  3.6  I  _  1.5 

8.  I  15  I  "  . . 8 

43  -  48  MONTHS  I  44.1  I  23.5 

I  4.0  I  3.8 

I  1.6  I  .8 

9.  I"  181  I  48 

MORE  TH  4  YEARS  I  66.1  I  17.5 

I  47.8  I  22.9 

I  18.8  I  5.0 

-I - 1 - 

COLUMN  379  210 

TOTAL  39.3  21.8 

RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  208.62360  WITH  32 
CRAMER " S  V  =  .23248 
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I 
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26 

I 

I 
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I 
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I 

I 
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I 
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I 

I 
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I 

29 

I 

I 
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I 

31.5 

I 

I 

6.9  I  14.9 

I 
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I 

I 
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I 

3  0 

I 

V 
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I 

27 

I 

I 
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I 

29.  7 

I 

I 
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I 

16.9 

I 

I 

1.2  I  1.3 

I 

2.8 

I 

I  ’ 

51  12 

I 

1  6 

I 

I 

8.1  I  19.4 

I 

25.8 

I 

I  4.9  I  10.5  I  10.0  I 

I  .51  1.21  1.71 
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The  crosstabulation  between  how  long  they  had  been  assigned  to  USAREC 
and  how  they  previously  felt  about  being  recruiters  is  displayed  on  page  80. 
The  table  shows  an  almost  doubled  chi-souare  value  (208.62360)  and  Cramer  V 
(0.23248)  compared  to  the  former  table  (page  78).  The  siamficance  of  0.0000 
still  reveals  a  more  than  99.99  percent  probability  tor  a  correct  hypothesis. 

The  pattern  in  the  table  is  congruent  to  that  in  the  former  table  on 
page  79,  and  a  similar  subtraction  and  comparison  display  shows: 


Like  it 
v .  much 

Like  it 
somewhat 

No  spec 
feelings 

Dislike 

somewhat 

Dislike 
v .  much 

Total 

Row  1  to  8 

— 

■Hi 

■Hn 

m| 

Em 

I 

IHeKIbB 

Him 

Row  9 

181 

48 

wmam 

wmgm 

HB 

mmm 

66.  1 

17.5 

■HUB 

— 

Startina  aaain  at  the  negative  side  of  the  scale,  it  is  seen  that 
an  increased  number  of  displeased  "draftees"  with  a  simultaneous  decreased 
number  of  displeased  volunteers  emerges.  More  than  4  times  as  many  "draftees" 
as  volunteers  dislike  verv  much  being  recruiters.  The  similar  proportion 
amona  those  who  dislike  it  somewhat  is  more  than  3:1.  On  the  other  side  of 
the  scale,  more  than  twice  as  manv  volunteers  like  beina  recruiters. 

Permit  me  a  marginal  note  about  the  evident  evolution  between  the  two 
tables.  I  have  commented  earlier  on  the  existing  belief  of  recruiters  bDino 
later  motivated  through  job  experience  and  USAREC  courses  tsee  pace  70;.  Bv 
comparing  the  last  two  tables,  the  truth  is  in  fact  the  opposite. 

SUHHARY .  Recentlv  selected  recruiters  like  being  recruiters  less 
than  those  who  earlier  volunteered  or  were  persuaded  to  apply  for  this  duty. 

I  have  so  far  treated  the  two  groups  as  if  each  of  them  consisted  of 
homogen i ous 1 v  selected  individuals,  one  with  only  "draftees"  and  the  other 
with  onlv  volunteers.  Let  me  now  test  this  assumption  bv  correlating  time  in 


USAREC  bv  guestion  20:  "How  were  vou  selected7". 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 

Q3  HOW  LONG  HAVE  YOU  BEEN  IN  USAREC’  BY 

Q20  HOW  WERE  YOU  SELECTED? 


************************************ 
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k. 


Q3 


Q20 

COUNT  I 

ROW  PCT  IDA  SELEC  VOLUNTEE  OTHER 
COL  PCT  I T I  ON  RED 
TOT  PCT  I  1. I  2.1 

- 1 - 


LESS  TH 


1  . 

6  MONTHS 


12  MONTHS 


13  -  18  MONTHS 


19  -  24  MONTHS 


25 


31  - 


j  . 

30  MONTHS 


.'  o 


6. 

MONTHS 


37  -  42  MONTHS 


43  - 


8. 

48  MONTHS 


MORE  TH  4 


9. 

YEARS 


I 

-I- 


77 

72.0 

14.0 

8.0 

86 

62.3 

15.7 

8.? 

79 

68.7 

14.4 

8.2 

64 

69.6 

11.7 

6.6 

75 

82. 4 

13.7 
7.8 

45 

72.6 
8.2 
4.7 

30 

57.7 
5 . 5 
3.1 
"22 

64.7 
4.0 

2.3 
71 

25.9 

12.9 

7.4 


28 

26.2 

7.0 

2.9 

'  49 

35.5 

12.2 

5 .  1 
35 

30.  4 

8.7 

3.6 
27 

29.  3 

6.  7 

2.8 

16 

17.6 
4.0 

1.7 
16 

25.8 
4.0 
1 .  7 

22 

42. 3 
5 . 5 
2.3 

if 

32.4 

2.7 
1 .  1 
197 

71.9 
49.  1 

20.4 


1 . 
1  3 . 


Jo.  o 

1 

.  9 
6.7 
.  1 
1 

1 .  1 
6.7 
.1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 . 6 
6.7 

....  1 
0 
0 
o 
0 
1 


2.9 
6.  7 
.  1 
6 

2.2 
40.0 
.  6 


ROW 

TOTAL 


107 

11.1 


138 

14.3 


115 

11.9 


92 

9.5 


91 

9.4 


62 

6.4 


i.  4 


34 


274 

28.4 


COLUMN  549  401  15  9e>5 

TOTAL  56.9  41.6  1.6  100.0 

RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  166.06481  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM. 
CRAMER " S  V  =  .29333  CONTINGENCY 


5  l  G 1 1 1  F  1 1 A 1 1 L  E 
COEFFICIENT  = 
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The  table  on  the  previous  page  has  a  very  high  chi-square  value 
(166.06481)  and  a  low  significance  (0.0000).  Cramer  s  V  is  indeed  h i a h 
(0.29333)  and  signifies  a  strono  relationship  between  how  Iona  recruiters 
have  been  assigned  to  USAREC  and  how  thev  initially  were  selected.  Since  this 
is  a  3x9  table,  the  contingency  coefficient  (0.33317)  signals  a  distribution 
along  the  falling  main  diagonal. 

Using  the  time  intervals  described  earlier  (0  to  3  vears.  3  to  4 
years,  and  more  than  4  vears)  a  somewhat  simplified  table  appears: 


DA  select 

Volunteers 

Other 

Total 

Row  1  to  6 

426 

171 

8 

a  05 

70.4 

28.3 

1 . 3 

Row  7  to  8 

52 

7  7 

J  J 

1 

86 

60.5 

38.3 

1.2 

Row  9 

71 

197 

6 

274 

25.9 

71.9 

_ L.2 _ 

There  is  a  significant  time  chanoe  awav  from  volunteers  and  toward 
"draftees".  It  is  also  seen  that  this  shift  took  place  some  three  vears  aao 
as  row  7  and  8  display  the  transaction.  It  is.  however,  still  some  25  to  30 
percent  of  the  recently  selected  who  answer  that  thev  volunteered.  The  reason 
for  this  might  be  two-fold;  Thev  actually  did  volunteer  (but  onlv  a  few  (1-3  X 
do)  or  more  likelv,  the  selection  process  was  persuasively  conducted  according 
to  the  Armv  leadership  doctrine''”  which  made  those  interviewed  believe  that 
thev  had  volunteered. 

SUHHARY.  The  recent  change  in  the  recruiter  selection  process  from  the 
earlier  selection  of  volunteers  to  one  of  exclusively  screening  and  drafting, 
has  made  a  significant  impact  on  how  recruiters  feel  about  beino  selected. 
Still,  some  recent  "draftees"  feel  that  thev  volunteered. 


'''’US  Armv  Command  and  General  Staff  College.  FM  22  -  999,  Leadership 
and  Command  at  Senior  Level,  (draft  for  student  use  onlv).  Ft  Leavenworth, 

Nov  15T".  page  4  -  17  and  18. 


As  the  picture  was  a  bit  more  comp licated  than  either  volunteers 
before  1981  or  "draftees"  thereafter,  I  had  to  further  split  the  recruiters 
into  the  two  main  groups  and  then  crosstabul ate  their  feelinas  toward  the 
assignment.  This  made  it  necessary  to  utilise  three-dimensional  tables. 

The  tables  show  the  realationship  between  how  Iona  the-/  have  been 
assigned  to  USAREC  and  how  they  feel  about  being  recruiters. 

The  first  table  (page  85)  crosstabulates  the  549  recruiters  who 
were  DA  selected  (see  column  total  on  page  82).  The  relationship  has  a  high 
chi-square  value  (104.63327)  and  a  low  significance  '0.0000).  Cramer  s  V  is 
hi oli  enouah  '0.21823)  to  confirm  the  mathematical  relationship. 

The  second  table  (page  87)  crosstabul ates  the  401  recruiters  who 
stated  that  they  volunteered.  This  shows  a  bit  smaller  chi-square  value 
(75.21121)  but  has  an  equally  low  significance  (0.0000).  Cramer  V  nas  an 
almost  identical  value  (0.21654)  and  again  confirms  a  strona  relationship. 

I  have  also,  in  order  to  show  the  total  picture,  on  page  90  dis¬ 
played  the  15  recruiters  who  were  otherwise  selected.  I  will  not  refer  to 
this  table.  First,  because  my  purpose  was  to  compare  the  "draftees"  versus 
the  volunteers;  and  second,  because  the  computed  relationship  in  this  table 
has  a  value  of  significance  outside  the  accepted  tolerance.  In  fact,  the 
value  shows  only  60  percent  probability  for  statino  a  correct  hypothesis. 
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The  interesting  part  of  the  previous  table,  the  column  totals,  s t ■  o = 
the  relationship  for  the  "draftees"  between  their  time  as  recruiters  and  hen 
thev  feel  about  it.  When  survevino  people  who  proved  proficient  in  their 
previous  iob  situations  (that  is  whv  thev  were  selected1  one  would  9  -oect 
them  to  also  show  3  positive  attitude  toward  their  present  10b.  When  studvino 
the  table  there  is,  however,  more  than  40  percent  who  ei'ther  dislike  it 
somewhat  or  verv  much.  The  25  percent  who  dislike  it  very  much  is  worrisome, 
Thev  express  great  discomfort  bv  using  a  part  of  the  scale  which  almosf  no 
one  used  when  describing  their  last  job  (see  paae  51).  Referring  to  the 
earlier  studies  where  the  recruiters  own  emotional  w e 1 1  - b e 1 n 0  was  seated  as 
essential  to  their  effectiveness  as  communicators  1  s  e  e  paoe  IP  .  it  m  1 0 h  1  re. 
unwise  to  utilize  peoole  with  this  kind  of  iob  attitude. 

To  address  whether  or  not  this  attitude  was  a  function  of  time,  I 


summarized  the  row  totals  and  percentages  into  the  three  groups  described 
earlier:  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  1 


ecr  1  1  r  ; 
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No  spec 

Dislike 

Dislike 

Tot  a  1 

v.  much 

somewhat 

f eel  1 nas 

somewhat 

v .  much 

Row  1  -  6 
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93 
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4  2o 
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18.3 

9  Q  ■"> 

Row  7-8 
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j 

1 

6 

c  9 

55.8 

25.0 

5.8 

1  .  9 

1 1 . 5 

Row  9 
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18 

4 

7 

? 
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49.3 

25.4 

5.5 

9. 9 

9 . 9 

134 

124 

68 

86 

1  77 
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24.4 

22.6 

12.4 

15.7 

25.0 

Given  the  considerations  on  paae  79,  the  table  shows  an  increasinn 
dissatisfaction  among  recently  DA  selected  recruiters.  Some  49.  3  percent  d 
those  who  have  been  recruiters  more  than  4  vears  state  that  thev  lile  it  very 
much:  so  do  55.8  percent  of  those  who  have  served  from  3  to  4  rears:  a  drastic 
drop  occurs  as  this  only  is  the  case  for  some  16.4  percent  of  those  who  have 
served  less  than  three  years.  In  fact,  47.5  percent  of  the  recent! j  selected 


recruiters  state  that  thev  either  dislike  it  somewhat  or  verv  much. 
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Q10  HOW  DO  YOU 
FEEL  ABOUT 
BEING  m  F  E i 
RUITER’ 


C  0 II  TROLL  I  N  G  FOR.. 


020  NOW  WERE  >  0  U 
SELECTED’ 
LALUE  2 : 

VOLUNTEERED 


RAW  CHI  SOUARE 
=  95.21121  WITH 
32  DEGREES  OF  FRE 
5 1 GN I F I  CAN  =  . <j 0 " 


CRAMER'S  V  =  ...16 
CONTI  COEF  =  .397 


. 


The  displayed  relationship  on  the  previous  paoe  (pace  87)  Tor  those 
401  who  volunteered  tor  recruiting  is  in  many  aspects  almost  the  opoosite 
ot  the  "draftees". 

On  averaoe,  some  oO  percent  sav  thev  like  it  very  much  and  an  addi¬ 
tional  20  percent  say  thev  like  it  somewhat.  But  even  more  nnoortant.  only 
minority  state  that  thev  dislike  being  recruiters. 

To  summarize  the  row  Dercentages  and  divide  them  into  distinctive 


year  periods: 
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80 

24 

?  7 

4 

60.1 

20.0 

8.2 

6 . 0 

5 .  7 

Let  me  point  out  that  some  50  recruiters  every  vear  since  1781 


sav  that  thev  volunteered  in  spite  of  the  new  chanoe  in  the  selection  oroce 
and  the  number  shows  an  increasing  trend. 

Let  me  also  point  out  that  their  attitudes  seem  somewhat  downward 
sloping  as  the  percentage  of  those  who  like  the  assianment  very  much  is 
decreasing.  The  percentage  on  the  negative  side  of  the  scale  is  increasing. 


Before  leaving  the  topic  of  "draftees"  versus  volunteers,  let  me  ns 
these  tables  to  address  the  annual  need  for  recruiters.  Summarizing  the  two 
tables,  row  1  to  8.  the  annual  suoolv  of  Armv  recruiters  to  maintain  today 
activity  is  at  an  average  rate  of  320  (which  represents  25  oercent  of  the 
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total  number  of  recruiters). 


The  demand  is.  however,  increasing  heavily: 


Draftees 

Vol unteer s 

Total 

Row  1  -2  U  985  -  86) 

1 63 

7  7  (32.  17.) 

240 

Row  3  -  4  (1984  -  85) 

143 

62  (30.0%) 

205 

Row  5  -  6  (1983  -  82) 

120 

32  (21.1%) 

152 

Row  7-8  (1982  -  83/ 

52 

33  (38.87./ 

85 

478 

204  (29.97.) 

682 

SUrlMi'r.  Some  80  Dercent  of  those  who  initially  volunteered  for 
recruiting  duty  proved  later  to  like  their  recruitino  assignment,  as  compared 
to  47  percent  of  the  "draftees".  Also  41  percent  of  those  who  are  screened 
and  "drafted"  later  dislike  being  recruiters  as  compared  to  only  12  percent 
of  those  who  volunteered. 

The  Armv  appears  to  have  a  total  demand  for  approximately  lOoO  rec¬ 
ruiter  per  vear.  Even  todav.  when  all  recruiters  are  screened  for  oroficiencv 
and  "drafted",  some  30  percent  felt  thev  had  volunteered. 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 


63  HOW  LONG  HAVE  YOU  BEEN  IN  USAREC?  Br 

Q 10  HOW  DO  YOU  FEEL  ABOUT  BEING  A  RECRUITER? 

CONTROLLING  FOR. . 

020  HOW  WERE  YOU  SELECTED?  VALUE  3.  OTHER 

**»*#*»»*»*»»*»»»»»***»************** 
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RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  18.75000  WITH  18  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  .40*4 
CRAMER " S  V  =  .64550  CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  . -453e 


Hypothesis  4s  THOSE  WHO  VOLUNTEERED  PERFORM  BETTER 


THAN  THOSE  WHO  WERE  "DRAFTED". 


Central  in  testing  this  hypothesis  was  question  20:"How  were  vou 
selected'”'.  1  purposelv  disregarded  whether  thev  actuall .  were  volunteers 
or  lust  believed  thev  volunteered.  I  also  disregarded  whether  or  not  thev 
were  recently  assianed  to  USAREC. 

The  distribution  between  volunteers  and  "draftees"  is  as  earlier 
descr i bed  <oaae  5 3  >  r 
20.  How  were  vou  selected-' 


5 1.9  I.  DA  selection 
42,5  X  Volunteered 
2 . o  %  Other,  specifv: 


The  other  central  variable  is  question  9s  "All  in  all,  characterire 

vour  performance  as  a  recruiter".  This  Question  received  (as  shown  on  paae 

50)  the  followinq  distribution  of  answers.’ 

9.  All  in  all,  characterize  vour 
performance  as 
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RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  137.58459  WITH  8  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0. 00 «.'«.■ 
CRAMER"5  V  =  .26700  CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .35325 


The  table  above  has  a  hiah  chi-5Quare  value  and  a  low  s l  an i 1 1 cance . 
Cramer  s  V  is  si  on t f i cant  1 v  hiah  and  serves  to  venfv  a  somewhat  strona 
relationship  between  how  they  were  selected  and  how  thev  characterize  their 
performance  as  recruiters. 

Some  91.7  percent  of  those  who  feel  thev  do  poorly  have  been  DA 
selected,  as  well  as  78.3  percent  of  those  who  feel  thev  do  below  averaae. 
On  the  other  side.  69.9  percent  of  the  volunteers  feel  thev  do  excellent 
(make  their  mission  box  without  anv  problems)  which  is  2.5  times  better 
than  how  the  DA  selected  feel. 

SUHHARi.  Those  who  volunteer  have  a  hiqher  performance  than  those 
who  were  "drafted". 
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COLUMN  712  234  17  1  1  9*5 


DA  SELECTION 


VOLUNTEERED 


OTHER 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


1  100.0 


RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  24.19310  WITH  8  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0.0021 
CRAMER“S  V  =  .11196  CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .1563° 

This  table  is  interesting  and  somewhat  similar  in  i n t er or et a t i on  to 

the  example  I  used  in  order  to  oresent  SPSS  (oaoe  36  -  47), 

Mv  purpose  is  to  investioate  it  there  is  a  significant  difference  in  earlier 
iob  performance  between  volunteers  and  “draftees"  which  could  interfere  with 
the  stated  hypothesis  on  their  present  performance. 

In  order  to  test  this  control  parameter  I  had  to  create  a  positive 
hypothesis,  assuming  that  there  exists  a  relationship  between  how  thev  were 
selected  and  how  thev  performed  in  their  last  job. 

The  table  above  shows,  however,  a  low  chi-spuare  value.  But  more 
important,  it  Qives  a  hioh  value  for  the  significance  (0.0021*.  a  value 


laroer  than  mv  earlier  selected  level  (0.0005)  for  acceptino  the  hvpothesis 
( see  paae  40>  . 

There  is.  for  this  reason,  no  relationship  between  how  the  recruiters 
were  selected  for  recruiting  and  how  thev  performed  in  their  or evi o"s  i  ob  s . 

A  closer  look  at  the  row  figures  in  the  table  also  shows  an  almost 
proportional  distribution  between  the  DA  selected  (72  -  27  -  1  percent)  and 
the  volunteers  (77  -  20  -  3  percent). 

SUMMARY .  There  is  no  relationship  between  how  recruiters  are  selected 
and  how  thev  performed  in  their  previous  lobs.  Both  the  "draftees"  and  the 
volunteers  have  a  proficient  and  congruent  earlier  performance,  and  this 
aspect  cannot,  for  this  reason,  explain  whv  volunteers  indicate  the-  do 
excellent  2.4  times  more  than  do  the  “draftees". 


Let  me  first  look  at  the  results  of  comparina  hiah  performance  in 


in  their  previous  jobs  with  their  previous  level  of  satisfaction. 
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-i - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 

5.1  II  01  0  I  0  I  01  i 

POOR  I  100.0  I  0  I  0  I  0  I  01  .1 

I  .11  01  0  I  0  I  0  1 

I  .11  01  01  0  I  "I 

-I - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 

COLUMN  676  247  19  19  4  9c5 

TOTAL  70.  1  25.6  2.0  2.0  .4  I '.'0.0 

PAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  77.28105  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  S I  ON  I F I C  AI1CE  =  0.OO 

CRAMER”S  V  =  .14150 

CONTINGENCi  COEFFICIENT  =  .27230 


The  chi'SQLiare  value  in  this  table  is  considered  hioh  and  51am  tie; 


a  relationship  between  their  previous  job  performance  and  their  previous  level 
of  sat  1 sf act  1  on .  The  s 1  an  1 f i cance  is  low  enouoh  to  acceot  the  r el  a 1 1  on sh 1 0  . 

This  is  a  5 >'5  table,  and  the  continoencv  coefficient  1  e  considered 
to  lustifv  the  hypothesis.  The  samole  is.  however,  not  correlated  alono  an. 
diaaonals  mostly  because  of  the  high  oercentaae  of  "very  satisfied',  but 
because  of  the  few  answers  of  "averaae"  or  below. 

The  f  1  0 u r e s  show,  as  mentioned,  h  1  0 h  row  percent  aoes  on  the  1  e *  t 
of  the  table.  Some  7 1? .  4  oercent  of  those  712  recruiters  woo  did  "e-ceilent" 
in  their  previous  )  0  b  s  were  "very  satisfied"  with  the  m  1  1 1 1  a r  as  a  w  a  .  of 
life  durino  their  last  10b.  When  added  the  19.8  oercent  woo  ■■■alt  '  sat  1  =  f  1  •*  : 
it  leaves  very  few  ambivalent  or  dissatisfied. 

The  row  oercentaoes  for  those  234  recruiters  who  did  "aboe  a.eraoe" 
are  similarly  heavy  on  the  left  side  of  the  scale.  Thev  do.  however,  discla-. 
a  lesser  dearee  of  satisfaction  than  those  who  did  excellent. 

A  similar  discussion  can  be  made  for  those  17  who  felt  thev  did 
a/eraae  in  their  previous  iobs. 

SUHHARi.  Ttiere  is  a  strong  relationship  between  10b  performance  and 
the  Wevel  of  satisfaction  in  the  recruiters  previous  100.  Tne  1 e . e 1  of 
satisfaction  increases  orooortionallv  with  the  level  of  performance. 


To  follow  this  thouaht  orocess,  and  confirm  or 
statement  about  a  relationship  between  performance  and 
a  similar  crosstabul ati on  of  their  present  perceptions 


den.  a  general 
satisfaction.  I  m a 0 e 


as  rec-u iters. 
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association1"’  and  reveals  a  relationship  along  the  f  a  1 1 1  no  d 1 3 a on el . 

There  is  a  significant  and  important  difference  between  this  table 
and  the  former  table  (paae  96).  When  the  recruiters  in  the  former  table 
char ac ter  1 c ed  their  performance  in  their  last  jobs,  some  7J.8  percent  exp¬ 
ressed  thev  did  "excellent".  24.2  percent  said  thev  did  "above  averaoe'  and 
onlv  2  percent  said  thev  did  "average"  or  below. 

In  this  table  >paae  98)  a  significant  drop  in  performance  is  seen 
with  onl”  21.3  percent  characterizing  their  performance  35  r?cr"i ten  as 
"e-cellent".  33.1  percent  characterizing  it  as  "above  average1  and  45- *  per¬ 
cent  3 a  1 n g  thev  do  "average"  or  below.  Their  derived  level  0 *  satisfaction  or. 
more  precisely,  their  feelinas  about  being  recruiters,  show  a  more  dispersed 
and  falling  t endenc v . 

The  aeneral  pattern  of  increased  satisfaction  as  a  function  of 
increased  performance  is  also  seen  in  this  table. 

SUMMARY.  Recruiters  feel  a  significant  drnp  in  their  performance  as 
recruiter  when  comoared  to  their  performance  in  their  previous  10b.  A  con¬ 
sentient  drop  is  found  in  their  level  of  satisfaction  about  beino  recruiters. 


To  inauire  whether  or  not  the  present  "screemna "  and  drafting  ot 
recruiters  based  on  their  previous  job  performance  has  an v t h 1  no  to  it.  I 
correlated  their  previous  and  their  present  performance. 


' r ' Max i mum  contingency  coefficient  value  for  this  5x5  table,  oi^e  a  chi-souare 
of  345  and  965  valid  cases  is  isee  oaoe  4 1 > : 

45- 
a  965 


0. 99597 


99 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ♦***»*»** 

014  CHARACTERIZE  PERFORMANCE  IN  LAST  JOB"1  Br 

009  CHARACTERIZE  YOUR  PERFORMANCE  AS  RECRUIT 

************************************* 
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319 

2  6  3 

129 
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TOTAL 

21.3 

33.  1 

27.3 

1  3 

.  4 

C  ,'| 

1  00. 0 

RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  72.371  75  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  S I GN I F I  ChuCE  =  0 . 

CRAMER " S  V  =  .1 3693 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .26413 

The  chi-sauare  in  this  table  is  hiah  enouah  to  indicate  a  relation¬ 
ship  between  their  previous  job  performance  and  their  present  performance  as 
recruiters,  and  the  significance  is  low  enouah  to  justify  it. 


The  contingency  coefficient  is  considered  hiah  enoudh  to  indicate  a  moderate 


strenqth  in  the  relationship. 

The  reason  tor  this  moderate  strength  in  the  relationship  is  seen  wnen 
examining  the  table.  The  row  percentages  for  those  who  did  "excellent"  in 
their  previous  jobs  are:  26  -  33  -27-10-4  with  reaaro  to  their  present 
performance  as  recruiters.  A  stronger  relationship  would  have  occur ed  if  t ne 
distribution  had  clustered  more  to  the  left.  i.e..  60  -30-7-2-1. 

Similarly,  the  row  percentages  for  those  who  did  "aboe  average"  in 
their  previous  jobs  are:  8  -  30  -  28  -  24  -  10.  This  shows  a  mere  1 oo l c  a  1 
and  cohesive  distribution,  but  also  a  tendency  of  leaning  toward  the  runt 
side  of  the  table. 

SuHrtARr.  There  is  a  relationship  between  previous  10b  performance 
and  performance  as  a  recruiter.  This  lustifies  some  sort  o t  a  screening 
process  for  oast  performance  when  selecting  recruiters. 

The  last  effect,  or  relationship.  I  will  investigate  is  whether  or 
not  past  performance  can  be  used  to  predict  their  level  of  satisfaction  about 
beina  recruiters:  in  other  words,  if  there  is  a  correlation  between  their 
earlier  lob  performance  and  their  present  feelings  about  beina  recruiters. 

The  table  on  oaqe  102  shows  a  low  chi-sguare  value,  but  more 
important,  it  gives  a  high  value  for  the  significance  (0.0041),  a  value 
laraer  than  mv  earlier  selected  level  (0.0005)  for  accepting  the  hypothesis. 

There  is  no  relationship  between  how  recruiters  Derformed  in  their 
previous  tabs  and  how  thev  presently  feel  about  beino  recruiters.  The  main 
reason  for  this  is  seen  in  the  two  riaht  columns  of  the  table.  Some  15.0 
percent  of  those  who  orevuuslv  did  excellent  “dislike  verv  much"  being 
recruiters  and  additionally  11.8  percent  "dislike  it  somewhat". 


A  similar,  but  even  worse  attitude,  is  found  amono  those  who  did  "abc^e 


averaae".  Here  some  22.2  oercent  exoress  thev  "dislike  -erv  much"  beino 
recrui ters. 

*********  CROSSTABULAT  ION  OF  ********* 

014  CHARACTERIZE  PERFORMANCE  IN  LAST  JOB'  Br 

010  HOW  DO  YOU  FEEL  ABOUT  BEINS  A  RECRUITER"' 

************************************* 

010 

COUNT  I 

ROW  PCT  ILIkE  IT  LIFE  IT  HAVE  NO  DISLItE  DIPL  IF E  ROW 
COL  PCT  I  VERY  MUC  SOMEWHAT  SP  FEEL  SOMEWHAT  VEP.  MIJC  TOTAL 
TOT  PCT  I  1 . I  2.1  3.1  4.1  3.1 

<314  - I - I - I - I - I - i 

1.  I  308  I  143  I  70  I  84  I  im~  I  ~\2 

EXCELLEN  I  43.3  I  20.1  I  9.8  I  11.8  I  1 c .  ■'<  I  '3.8 

I  81.3  1  88.1  I  88.6  I  73.'  I  ro,*  ’ 

I  31.9  I  14.8  I  7.3  I  8."  I  11.1  I 

-I - I - 1 - I . --I - T 

2.  I  85  I  82  I  29  I  ?6  I  53  I  ?34 

ABOVE  AVERAGE  I  27.8  I  26.5  I  12.4  I  11.1  I  22.2  I  24.2 

I  17.2  I  29.5  I  28.4  I  22.8  I  32.5  I 

I  6.7  I  6.4  I  3.0  I  2.7  I  5.4  I 

-I . I . I - I- . I - I 

3.  I  51  51  21  41  1  I  17 

AVERAGE  I  29.4  I  29.4  I  11.8  I  23.5  I  5.9  I  1.8 

I  1.3  I  2.4  I  2.0  I  3.5  I  .6  I 

I  .51  .51  .21  .41  .11 

-I - ! - 1 - 1- . 1 - 1 

4.1  01  01  II  01  01  ) 

BELOW  AVERAGE  I  0  I  0  I  100.0  I  0  I  0  I  .1 

I  0  I  0  1  1 .  i)  I  0  I  0  I 

I  01  01  .11  0  I  A  I 

-I - j - i - ! - ! - ! 

5.1  II  01  0  I  0  I  01  1 

POOR  I  100.0  I  01  01  01  01  .1 

I  .31  01  01  0  I  0  I 

I  .11  01  01  01  0  I 

-I - j - I - I - 1 - I 

COLUMN  379  210  102  114  160  965 

TOTAL  39.3  21.8  10.6  11.8  18.6  100.0 

RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  34.86780  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0.0041 

CRAMER " S  V  =  .09504 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .18674 

SUMMARY,  There  is  no  relationship  betwpen  how  recruiters  performed 
in  their  previous  iobs  and  how  thev  oresentlv  feel  about  bet  no  '•ecruiter;. 


Hypothesis  <S 


THOSE  WHO  FELT  THEY  PARTICIPATED  III  TMF  SELECTION 


PROCESS  WERE  MORE  POSITIVE  TO  THEIR  RECRUITING  ASSIGNMENT. 

This  hvoothesis  was  selected  in  order  to  examine  the  1  moor  f  anre  of 
participation  in  decisions  concernino  one  5  own  Tutors.  It  might  he  oT 
importance  not  onlv  to  the  selection  of  recruiters,  but  also  to  the  selection 
oT  soldiers  tor  other  types  ot  assignment  not  considered  to  be  "normal"  duties 

The  central  question  in  testing  this  hvoothesis  is  Question  22:  "Wh-r 
was  vo  ur  oar  1 1  c  1  oat  1  on  in  the  selection  process'1".  It  mioht  be  wrnno  to  stats 
that  this  Question  is  built  strictlv  accordina  to  Litert  ;  scale,  as  it 
be  oossible  to  oerceive  a  hioh  degree  ot  par t i c l pat l on  without  reeling  an. 
influence.  At  least  a  tew  respondents  felt  this  wav  tse°  oaoe  31'.  wnich  is 
the  reason  whv  I  did  not  show  anv  frequency  statistics  in  the  earlier  presen¬ 
tation  on  paae  53. 

With  this  limitation  in  mind,  and  the  fact  that  tne  scale  is  built 
considering  those  responses  from  "high"  to  "no"  participation,  let  me  present 
the  answers  and  the  calculated  frequencies. 

Mean:  2.8To 

22.  What  was  vour  par t i c i pa t i on  33.1  7.  High,  and  I  was  given 

in  the  selection  process1  full  freedom  to  choose  St  dev: 

14,1  7  Some. and  1  could  have 

refused  Median:  2 .  o  -  5 

14. o  7.  Some,  but  I  did  not 

feel  I  had  anv  influence  Variance:*. 7lR 
S.7  7.  Scarce.  I  was  ordered 

to  at  least  trv  Mode:  1 

29.5  7.  None,  I  was  strictlv 

ordereo  St ewness : 0. 1 52 

The  profile  table  shows  an  "either/or"  distribution.  Some  47.2  percent 
sav  thev  participated  and  felt  thev  had  at  least  some  level  of  influence, 
whereas  38.2  percent  felt  scarce  or  no  participation  and  that  thev  were 
ordered  into  a  recruiting  assignment. 


LiL 


**»*•*♦**  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 

Q22  DID  YOU  PARTICIPATE  IN  SELECTION  PROCESS  BY 

Q23  YOUR  FEELINGS  ABOUT  BEING  SELECTED’ 

************************************* 

023 

COUNT  I 

ROW  PC T  II  LIKED  I  LIKED  NO  SPEC  DISLIKED  DISLIKED  FOW 

COL  PCT  1 1 T  VERY  IT  SOMEW  FEELINGS  5QMEWHA  VEF.'r  MU  TOImL 
TOT  PCT  I  1. I  2.1  3. I  4.1  5.1 

Q22  - 1 - 1 - 1 - I - I - I 

I.  I  289  I  18  I  10  I  II  II  319 


HIGH. I  COULD  CH  I  90.6  I  5.6  I  3.1  I 

I  o6.0  I  12.0  I  8.2  I 

I  29.9  I  1.9  I  1.0  I 

-I - 1 - I - I- 

2.  I  71  I  41  I  13  I 


I  3  3.1 


.  8  I 

.  1  ! 

- 1. 

'  I 


.  I  I 


4  1  13* 

4  I  I  4.  I 


SOME. I  COULD  RE  I  52.2  I  30.1  I  9.6  I  5.1  I  2.4  I 

I  16.2  I  27.3  I  10.7  I  5.9  I  2.9  I 

I  7.41  4.21  1.31  . "  I  .41 

-i - ' - 1 . ---i - r - 1 


SOME. BUT  NO  I  NFL  I  27.7  I  24,8  I  17.7  I  18.4  I  11.7  I  14.6 

I  8.9  I  23.3  I  20.5  I  21.8  I  11.8  1 

I  4.0  I  3.6  I  2.6  I  2.7  I  1.7  I 

-I . I . I - 1 - I - I 

4.  I  71  10  I  81  28  1  31  I  84 

SCARCE.  ORD  TRY  I  8.3  I  11.9  I  9.5  I  33.3  I  3o.9  I  8.7 

I  1.6  I  6.7  I  6.6  I  23.5  I  22.8  I 

I  .7  I  1.0  I  .8  I  2.9  I  3.2  I 

-I - j - i - I . I - I 

5.  I  32  I  46  I  66  I  57  I  84  I  285 

NONE.  I  WAS  ORDE  I  11.2  I  16.1  I  23.2  I  20.0  I  29.5  I  28.5 

I  7.3  I  30.7  I  54.1  I  47.9  I  61.8  I 

I  3.3  I  4.8  I  6.8  I  5.9  I  8. 7  I 

-I - 1 - 1 - 1 - I - I 

COLUMN  438  150  122  119  136  965 

TOTAL  45.4  15.5  12.6  12.3  14.1  100.* 


RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  578.68122  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  u 
CRAMER-S  V  =  .38719  CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .6122^ 

This  chi-sguare  value  is  extremely  high.  In  Fact  it  is  the  second 
hiohest  in  the  survey,  onlv  surpassed  bv  the  relationship  between  what  the 
recruiters  previously  knew  about  recruiting  and  who  provided  them  with  this 
knowledoe  (see  page  74>,  The  significance  is  0.  meanino  with  100  percent 
probability  that  there  exists  a  relationship  between  the  recruiters 


■  •  •  .■ 


participation  in  the  selection  process  and  how  thev  feel  about  beino  selected. 

The  figures  also  show  the  hiohest  contingency  coefficient  in  the 
survey  for  a  table  of  similar  rows  and  columns,  meaning  that  there  is  a  ver> 
strono  degree  of  association. 

Looking  at  the  table  and  starting  with  the  row  percents  a es.  it  is 
seen  that  90.6  oercent  of  those  319  recruiters  who  experienced  the  hiohest 
level  of  participation  in  the  process  liked  bema  selected  ”.erv  much";  and 

that  82.3  percent  of  those  who  had  some,  and  influential  part > ci pat l on  1 i i eo 

% 

it  either  somewhat  or  verv  much.  On  the  other  side  ot  the  scale  it  is  seen 
that  49.5  percent  of  those  285  who  were  ordered  either  disliked  it  somewhat 
or  verv  much,  which  also  was  the  perception  of  ~u.2  percent  O'  those  who  felt 
scarce  influence. 

Loot i na  at  the  column  totals.  82.2  percent  of  those  who  liked  beino 
selected  "verv  much"  nad  experienced  either  high  or  some,  and  influential 
participations  whereas,  on  the  other  hand.  84. o  percent  of  those  who  "disliked 
verv  much"  beina  selected  had  experienced  either  scarce  or  no  oart l c l oat i on 
at  all. 

5  U  rf  H  4  ft  t  ,  There  is  a  verv  strono  relationship  between  the  recruiters 
oarticioation  in  the  selection  process  and  how  thev  feel  about  beino 
selected.  Almost  everyone  who  had  a  hioh  dearee  of  participation  liked  heir.o 
selected  as  a  recruiter,  whereas  half  of  those  who  were  ordered,  and  two- 
third  of  those  who  felt  scarce  influence,  disliked  it  either  somewhat  or 
verv  much. 

To  examine  the  lono  ter*  effects  of  a  par t l c i oat i no  selection  process 
I  crosstabulated  the  recruiter  s  level  of  oarticipation  with  how  the-  later 
feel  about  beino  recruiters. 
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Q 1 0 


DID  YOU  PARTICIPATE  IN  SELECTION  PROCESS 
HOW  DO  YOU  FEEL  ABOUT  BEING  A  RECRUITER" 


Pi 


♦  ♦♦♦ft**************************-***** 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 


010 

I 

ILIkE  IT 
IVERV  MUC 
I  1 . 
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LIKE  IT  HAVE  NO 
SOMEWHAT  SP  FEEL 
2.1  3. 

- [ - 


DISLIkE  DISLIkE 
SOMEWHAT  VERf  MIJC 
I  4.1  5.1 

! - I - I 


HIGH.  I  COULD  CH  I 
I 


-I- 
2.  I 

SOME. I  COULD  RE  I 


I  18. 


I  17, 


3.8 
.  ? 


13.2 
1 .  s 


SOME. BUT  NO  I  NFL 


- 1 

l  - 

~  i  ~ 

-  1  “ 

J  - - - 

3.  I 

38 

I 

30 

I 

*.  u 

I 

21 

I  3" 

I  NFL  I 

27.0 

I 

21.3 

I 

15.6 

I 

14.9 

I  21.3 

I 

1 0 . 0 

r 

14.3 

I 

21 . 6 

I 

18.  4 

I  10.8 

I 

3.9 

i 

3.  1 

I 

2.3 

I 

2.2 

I  3.  1 

-I 

-i- 

-I- 

-I- 

-I - 

4.  I 

SCARCE.  ORD  TRY  I 
I 
I 

-I- 

5.  I 

NONE.  I  WAS  ORDE  I 
I 


8 

9.5 
2.  1 
.  8 


13 

5 

i 


1 1 
.  i 
•  2 
.  1 


1 1 
13.1 
10.8 
1.  1 


19 

22.6 

16.? 

2.0 


70 

24.6 

18.5 


-I 


-I- 
I 

I  23 
I  32 
I  7 
■l - 


- 1 . 

68  I 
.9  I 
.  4  I 
.  0  I 


11.2 

31.4 

3.  3 


I 
I 
I 
I 

■l - 1 

I  43  I 

I  15.1  I 

I  37.7  I 

I  4.5  I 


4  1.' 

2  1. 


45. 


■I- 


•I- 


■I- 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


379 

39.3 


21 


10 
.  8 


102 

10.6 


114 
1  1 .  B 


1  o'! 
1  6  .  t 


ROW 

TOTAL 


194 

I 

64 

I 

28 

16  1 

1 ~  I  319 

6  0. 8 

I 

20.  1 

I 

8.8 

5 . 0  I 

5.3  r  33.1 

51.2 

I 

30.5 

I 

27.5 

14.0  I 

1  0 .  s  I 

20.  1 

I 

fc  .  6 

I 

2.9 

1.7  I 

1.3  I 

-1- 

-I- 

- j„. 

- [ 

69 

I 

I 

9 

15  I 

6  I  1  3  0 

50.7 

1 

27. 2 

I 

o .  6 

1  1 . 0  1 

4.4  1  14.1 

141 

14.o 


84 
0.  ' 


1 

-  I 
J 
I 
I 
I 

-  1 


v0j 

1 0  0 . 0 


RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  202.86463  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0 
CRAMER"S  V  =  .22925  CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  . 4 1 6 ~ 8 


This  table  has  an  extremely  hioh  chi-souare  value  and  a  si  am  t- i  cance 
of  0.  It  is  has  a  very  hiqh  continaencv  coefficient.  The  table  content  is 
considered  sel f -exo 1  ana t or v  and  shows  with  a  100  oercent  orobabilif.  that 
there  is  a  strono  relationship  between  the  level  of  rsrt :  c  i  r-  .•»  ,  •?  ;,n 

the*/  later  feel  about  beina  recruiters. 


Hypothesi s  7 


THOSE  WHO  WERE  GIVE  H  AN  EtFl  AliAf  IUN  OF  TOt  D  AF'OU  T 


THEIR  SELECTION  WERE  MORE  POSITIVE  TOWARD  T  H  F  f  R 
RECRUITING  ASSIGNMENT  THAN  THOSE  WHO  WERE 
INFORMED  THROUGH  IMF'ERSONAt  ORDERS. 

This  hypothesis  is  close  to.  or  mioht  be  considered  as  a  continuation 
ot.  the  previously  discussed  hypothesis  number  6.  It  was  selected  in  order 
to  encompass  the  value  of  i nterpersonal  communication,  even  if  none  of  tne 
participants  had  anv  influence  on  the  selection. 

The  central  test  parameter  is  Question  21:  "How  were  -on  informed 
about  the  selection-"1.  The  answers  have  the  followino  distribution  •  *  = 
on  oaoe  53  1  : 

21.  How  were  vou  informed  21.0  '/.  Personal  1 v  &.  m .  commander 

about  the  selection" 


7.4  7.  Personally  ‘telephone'  b  /  HJl.FF.FCE 

20.3  '/.  Bv  receipt  of  tne  sur/e-  oac'aoe 

34.3  l  In  a  written  order 

lb  .0  7.  Other  ,  specify: . 


The  answers  represent  distinct  alternatives  and  ha.e  to  be  separate' ■ 
addressed  and  evaluated.  The  first  two  describe  some  sort  of  personal  com 
munication.  whereas  the  next  two  represent  some  sort  of  impersonal  information 
about  the  selection.  The  last  alternative.  "Other",  will  not  he  commented  on 
as  the  varietv  of  responses  mate  it  less  operational,  for  instance,  "that  this 
was  a  wav  of  getting  an  assignment  in  the  USAR"  or  "as  a  wav  of  reenlistina 
in  the  Armv“. 

Most  of  the  recruiters  <55.6  percent'  were  informed  impersonally 
about  their  selection  to  recruiting  command,  while  28.4  percent  were 
personally  told  bv  either  their  commanding  officer  or  bv  MlLFEPCEN. 
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*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 

B  r 


Q21  HOW  WERE  YOU  INFORMED  ABOUT  SELECTION" 

Q23  YOUR  FEELINGS  ABOUT  BEING  SELECTED" 

t»t**»*»**»*»«******»******»*»*»** 


*  * 


Q23 


COUNT 

row  per 
COL  PC T 
TOT  PC T 
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II  LIKED 
I  IT  VERY 


I  LIKED  NO  SPEC  DISLIKED  DISLIKED 
IT  SOMEW  FEELINGS  SOMEWHA  VER<  MIJ 
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-I 
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-I 
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/  .  0 

4.  1 
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4  i 
24.4 
3  o .  0 
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-I- 

-I- 
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4.  I 

115 

I 
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I 
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I 
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I 
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I  3  3  o 

ORDER  I 
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I 

19.0 

1  34.8 
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I 
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I 

47.1 
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I 
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I 
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_  T  - 
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23.7 
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13.3 
2.  1 
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1 .  6 


6 
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5 .  o 

.  o 


9 

5. 8 
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1  o .  o 


)  .  D 

.  9 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


438 

45.4 


150 

15.5 


122 

12.6 


119 

12.3 


1  3o 
14.1 


■’Sj 

1  0  0  •  *j 


RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  138.62539  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE 

CRAMER " S  V  =  . 18951 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .35441 


The  table  above  has  a  high  chi-SQuare  value  and  a  low  significance 
The  contingencv  coefficient  is  significantly  hioh  and  serves  to  verify  a 
stronq  relationship  between  how  the  recruiters  were  informed  about  their 
selection  to  recruiting  command  and  how  thev  felt  about  being  selected. 

The  vertical  axis  iguestion  21)  has  to  be  considered  as  consisting 

108 


of  distinctive  values  whereas  the  horizontal  axis  (question  23)  is  built 


accordina  to  Likert  s  scale. 

8v  accumul atino  the  two  different  wavs  of  beino  informed  about 
selection  and  concentr at  1  no  on  the  row  oercentaaes,  the  followina  oattern 
appear  s : 


Liked  it 
v.  much 

Liked  it 

somewhat 

No  spec 
f  eel i no  s 

Disliked 

somewhat 

Disliked 
v .  much 

Total 

Personal  1  v 

40 

| Q| 

274 

BHB 

14.  s 

Impersonal  1  v 

90 

9  3 

1  13 

tr  r  r 

mm 

16.7 

1KI 

17.3 

21.1 

'SUHHARi  .  There  is  a  strono  relationship  between  how  recruiters  were 
informed  about  their  selection  to  recruitino  command  and  how  the.  felt  about 
beina  selected.  Those  who  were  personallv  told  about  the  selection  were  twice 
as  positive  as  those  who  received  impersonal  information  throuah  a  letter  or 
an  order.  Those  who  were  informed  impersonally  seem  to  dislike  the  selection 
"verv  much”  about  4  times  as  often  as  those  who  were  personally  told. 

Permit  me  a  marainal  note  about  the  distribution  of  those  who 
answered  thev  were  informed  through  the  receipt  of  the  traditional  surve.- 
packaoe  welcoming  them  to  USAREC.  I  assume  this  has  been  i  ns  1 1 1  u  1 1  or<  a )  1 :  eo 
in  order  to  make  the  selected  recruiters  feel  more  positive  to  the  assignment 
The  table  shows,  however,  that  this  objective  is  not  achieved. 

To  conclude  bv  combining  the  last  two  hvootheses.  both  dealina  with 
the  final  selection  and  information.  I  put  up  two  t hr ee-d 1  men 1 1 ona 1  cross¬ 
tabulation  tables.  I  used  the  questions  23  and  22  as  table  variables,  and 
question  21  as  the  controllina  element.  The  tables  are  presented  on  the  ne-t 
two  pages. 
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»***»•***  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 


023  YOUR  FEELINGS  ABOUT  BEING  SELECTED''  By 

022  DID  YOU  PARTICIPATE  IN  SELECTION  PROCESS 

CONTROLLING  FOR.  . 

021  HOW  WERE  YOU  INFORMED  ABOUT  SELECTION"*  VALUE  1.  PERSONALLY 

By  CDR 

***44»******lt******<t**««*****t»*  +  **  +  * 

022 

COUNT  I 

ROW  PCT  IHIGH.I  SOME. I  SOME, BUT  SCARCE.  NONE.  I  ROW 

COL  PCT  ICOULD  CH  COULD  RE  NO  I  NFL  ORD  TRY  WAS  ORDE  TOTAL 
TOT  PCT  I  1. I  2.1  3. I  4.1  5.  T 

Q  2  3  - 1 - 1 - I - I - I - I 

1.  I  77  I  26  I  11  I  21  7  I  125 

I  LIKED  IT  VERY  I  61.6  I  20.8  I  8.8  I  l.o  I  r.2  I  ol.  6 

I  72.8  I  a  8.4  I  44.0  I  15.4  I  20.5  I 

I  37.9  I  12.8  I  5.4  I  1.0  I  4.4  I 

-I - 1 - I - I - I - I 

2.1  21  101  61  51  81  31 

I  LIKED  IT  50MEW  I  o.5  I  32.3  I  19.4  I  io.l  I  25.8  I  15.3 

I  2.4  I  26.3  I  24.0  I  38.5  I  10.2  I 

I  1.0  I  4.9  I  3.0  I  2.5  I  5,9  l 

-I - [ - ] - 1 - j - ) 

3.  I  31  II  41  21  16  I  2n 

NO  SPEC  FEELINGS  I  11.5  I  3.8  I  15.4  I  7.7  I  61.5  I  12.8 

I  3.6  I  2.6  I  16.0  I  15.4  I  3e . 4  I 

I  1.51  .51  2.01  1.0!  7,9  I 

-I - I . -I . ---I . I - I 

4.  I  II  01  31  31  81  15 

DISLIKED  SOMEWHA  I  6.7  I  0  I  20.0  I  20.0  I  55.3  I  7,4 

I  1.2  I  0  I  12.0  I  23.1  I  18.2  I 

I  .51  01  1.5  I  1.5  I  3.9  i 

-I - 1 - 1 - 1 - I - I 

5.  I  01  II  II.  II  5f 

DISLIKED  VERY  MU  I  0  I  16.7  I  16.7  I  16,7  I  50.  i.  I  3.0 

I  0  1  2.61  4.01  7.7J  o .  8  T 

I  01  .51  .51  .51  1.51 

-I . --I - I - I - I - I 

COLUMN  83  38  25  13  44  705 

TOTAL  40.9  18.7  12.3  6.4  21.7  100. 0 

RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  102.07760  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  o.. 
CRAMER'S  V  =  .35456  CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .57344 

Both  tables  have  hiqh  chi-sauare  values  and  low  enouoh  levels  of 

siamficance  to  verify  the  relationships.  The  continaencv  coefficients  are 

also  both  very  hiah  and  signal  high  dearees  of  association. 

The  tables  show  no  significant  difference  for  those  who  experienced 


no 


Hypothesis  Ss  RECRUITERS  FEEL  LESS  SATISFACTION  IN  THE  IF  JOB  AS  h 

RECRUITER  THAN  WHAT  THEV  FELT  IN  THEIR  LAST  JOB. 

This  hypothesis  has  already  been  briefly  discussed  in  considerina 
hypothesis  number  5:  "Recruiters  Feel  a  drop  in  their  own  performance  when 
compared  to  their  performance  in  their  last  job."  In  pursuino  the  consequences 
of  that  hypothesis,  I  found  it  interestina  to  address  the  relationship  between 
the  recruiters  drop  in  performance  and  their  later  feelinas  as  recruiters. 

What  I  have  done  for  this  hypothesis  is  to  compare  the  chance  in  ie  el 
of  satisfaction  between  what  thev  experienced  in  their  previous  i  o  b  s  and  what 
thev  feel  in  their  present  10b  as  recruiters:  and  to  investigate  if  this  n?s 
anv  conseauences  on  the  selection  process.  The  test  Question  is  Question  t - : 


10.  How  do  vou  feel  about  beina  a 

recrui  ter 


a  a ' 

tr  .-  c 


39.  2  /.  Like  it  very  muon  Mean: 

21.3  Like  it  somewhat  St  dev : 

10. t  7,  No  special  feelinas  Median:  1.--3 

11.3  '/.  Dislike  it  somewhat  Variance:  2 . 2.  -  o 

1 o . *  l  Dislike  v  e  r  v  much  Mode:  1 

Skewness:  0.5-2 

Another  central  test  Question  in  this 
hypothesis  is  Question  15:  "All  thinns 


considered,  how  satisfied  or  dissatisfied  were  vou  with  the  military  as  a  wa 


vour  last  lob 

n  m 

This 

resulted  in  the  d i s t r l b u 1 1 

on  'see  o a o e 

51  ■ 

How  satisfied 

or 

d i  5- 

7  0.1  ' 

i  Ver  y  satisfied 

M  9  ?  n  s  1  , 

,  V  1 

sat l f l ed  wer e 

vou 

i  n 

25.6  / 

'.  Satisfied 

St  dev: 

.  bb  4 

your  last  lob’’ 

2.0  ■ 

'.  Neither  satisfied 

Median:  1  . 

21  4 

2.0  ; 

i  Somewhat  di ssat i sf . 

V  a  r  i  a  n  s  e :  >  ■ , 

. 

0.4  : 

Very  dissatisfied 

Mode:  l 

Skewness:  2. 

,  1 

The  differences  between  these  two  o r o f i 1 e 
tables  can  be  easily  seen  and  there  i  = 
no  doubt  that  the  hvoo thesis  is  correct. 
However,  some  interesftnn  t  h  i  n  q  =  o  c  r  ■  i . 


when  cross  tabu  latino  these  two  quest i"ne, 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 


Q10  HOW  DO  VOU  FEEL  ABOUT  BEING  A  RECRUITER- 

015  SATISFIED  WITH  MILITARY  LIFE  IN  LAST  JOB' 


BY 


******************************** 


Q  1  n 
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HAVE  NO  SP  FEEL  I 
I 


4.  1 

D  I  5 L  I R  E  SOMEWHAT  I 
I 


ISlITE  • EF  »  MUC  I 


/  6  1 
'4.5  I 
11.2  I 
'.  R  I 

• . I 

77  I 
I 
I 

8.0  I 

- j. 

I 
I 


21 

20.  6 

8.5 


15.8 


1  I 
1 .  0  I 
5.3  I 
.  1  I 


o  ' .  5 
11.4 


28.9 
13.4 
3.4  I 


i - 

I  3 
I  2.6 
I  15.8 


1  2o 
'5 .  ' 

18.o  I 
13.1  I 

- j. 


4.  <j  .  o 

13.4 
3.  4 


.  3  I 

- 1 

1  I 
.o  I 
1.3  I 
.  1  I 
- 1 . 


I  I 

.  9  I 

i.  3  I 

.  1  I 

- j. 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


0  -  0 
'0.1 


247 


19 

!.  0 


19 
2 . 0 


4 

.  4 


ROW 

TOTAL 


1  . 

I 

2o2 

I 

3  7 

I 

7 

I 

12 

I 

1  I  3" 

LITE 

IT  VERy  MUC 

r 

o  9 .  1 

I 

25.6 

I 

1 .8 

I 

7 

I 

.3  I  33. 3 

i 

38.8 

I 

39.  3 

I 

36. 8 

I 

63.2 

I 

25.0  I 

i 

2  ~ i 

1 

10.1 

I 

,  7 

I 

1  .  2 

1 

.  1  I 

-i  - 

-1- 

-I- 

-I  - 

-I  - 

- - I 

L.  » 

i 

1  35 

1 

6  3 

I 

e 

vJ 

I 

r 

J 

I 

:  i  :  1  v 

L  I'  E 

IT  SOMEWHAT 

i 

3  4 .  3 

I 

3  0 . 0 

I 

2.  4 

i 

4 

1 

i.o  i  1 . 9 

i 

2  v .  0 

1 

25.5 

I 

2a.  3 

i 

26.  3 

:  .  .  I 

i 

14." 

1 

6 . 5 

I 

C 
.  J 

i 

c 

1 

.  2  I 

-i  - 

-1- 

-I- 

-i- 

-I  - 

- 1 

1  I 


1  0  2 

1  0  .  o 


1  1  4 

11.6 


1  o v 
10.  o 


'OJ 

i  Ov .  0 


PAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  21.1035'  WITH  16  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  S I GN I F  I  ChHCE  = 

CRAMER'S  V  =  .<.'7394 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .14629 


1  '4C 


This  table  has  a  low  chi-square  value,  but  more  important  a  value  ot  | 

siqmficance  Tar  higher  than  mv  earlier  selected  level  iO.OvvS'  tor  acceotinq 
the  hypothesis.  This  means  that  there  is  no  relationship  between  how  the, 

t 


presently  Teel  about  beinq  recruiters  and  how  thev  Telt  in  their  last  iobs. 
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This  lack  of  relationship  is  interpreted  to  mean  that  there  is  no 
correlation  between  how  thev  felt  in  their  previous  iob  situations  and  how 
thev  now  feel  about  being  recruiters.  It  is  not  true  that  those  who  earlier 
felt  dissatisfied  also  feel  dissatisfied  as  recruiters:  and  more  important,  it 
is  not  correct  that  those  who  earlier  felt  satisfaction  in  their  iob  situation 
also  feel  satisfied  in  their  present  jobs  as  recruiters. 

When  studvinq  the  column  percentages  for  those  676  l7l.'.l  oercent  1  who 
felt  "verv  satisfied"  in  their  last  jobs,  onlv  38.8  percent  o*  them  have  a 
similar  attitude  toward  their  oresent  iob  situation,  and  almost  half  ot  tnem 
feel  ambivalent  or  dislike  bema  recruiters.  A  similar  pattern  is  seen  among 
those  2:47  who  earlier  were  "satisfied". 

Note  also  that  the  row  oercentaaes  in  the  two  left  columns,  showing 
those  who  felt  satisfied  or  verv  satisfied  in  their  previous  Jobs,  are  all 
laroer  than  94.3  percent.  In  fact,  the  hiahest  level  of  satisfaction  is  found 
in  the  lowest  row  where  99.4  oercent  of  those  who  now  dislike  verv  much  being 
recruiters  characterire  their  earlier  job  satisfaction  as  verv  satisfvino. 

The  number  of  those  who  were  ambivalent  or  dissatisfied  in  their 
previous  jobs  is  so  small  (all  together  4,4  percent!  that  conclusions  in  this 
area  miqht  be  statistically  invalid. 

StiHHARY.  Recruiters  feel  less  satisfaction  in  their  jobs  as  recruiters 
than  what  thev  felt  in  their  last  jobs.  This  feelino  is  independent  of  how 
thev  previously  felt  about  the  military  as  a  wav  of  life. 

Mv  reason  for  pursuing  this  issue  is  to  investioate  whether  or  not 
this  drop  in  iob  satisfaction  has  anv  Iona  term  conseauences:  and  since  I  am 
interested  in  the  future  environment  on  the  selection  orocess.  I  out  uo  Ques¬ 
tion  10  aoainst  Question  8:  "What  is  vour  preference  for  vour  r. e-t  or  sub¬ 
sequent  assignment  '  e  n  1  i  s  t  m  e  n  t "  . 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ***«***»» 

08  WHAT  IS  YOUR  PREFERENCE  FOR  NEXT  ASSIGN"1  B. 

010  HOW  DO  XOU  FEEL  ABOUT  BEING  A  RECRUITER" 

*************************************** 


COUNT 
ROW  PCT 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 


ILIKE  IT 
I  VER  Y  MUC 
I  1. 


LIKE  IT 
SOMEWHAT 


HAVE  NO 
SP  FEEL 


DISLIKE 
SOMEWHAT 
I  4. 


D I SL  I K  E 
V E P  j  MUC 
I  5.1 


ROW 

TOTAL 


PEENL  AS  ONPRQD 


REENL  IN  USAREC 


I  24 
I  22.4 
I  11.4 


I  45 
I  20.0 
I  21.4 
I  4.7 


I  19 

I  8.4 
I  18.6 


REENLISTMENT  NCO 


I  18.  1 


I  12 
I  10.5 
I  11.0 
I  1.2 


10  I 
8.8  I 
o.3  I 
1.0  I 


IN  PRIOR  MOS 


I  63 
I  23.2 
I  30.0 
I  6.5 


I  39 
I  14.3 
I  38.2 
I  4.0 


I  66 
I  24.3 
I  57.9 
I  6.8 


I  77  I 
I  23.3  I 
I  48.1  I 
I  3.0  I 


ANY  ASSM  OUTS  AR 


I  15 
I  13.3 
I  7.  1 
I  1.6 


I  5  s  I 
I  49.6  I 
I  35.0  I 
I  5.3  1 


RESIGN 


NO  PREF 


I  5 

I  11.6 
I  4.9 
I  .5 


I  7 
I  lo.3 
I  6.  1 


I  12  1 

I  2". 9  I 

I  7.5  1 

I  1.2  I 


I  20 
I  22.0 
I  9.5 
I  2.  1 


I  14 
l  15.4 
I  13.7 
I  1.5 


1.2  I 

.  2  I 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


965 
1  00 . 0 


RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  441.56469  WITH  24  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0 

CRAMER  ”S  V  =  .33822 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .56030 


Ihe  table  on  the  previous  page  has  an  extremely  hioh  chi-square  value 
and  an  extremely  low  value  for  significance.  Cramer  s  V  is  hioh  enough  to 
verify  a  strong  relationship  between  the  recruiters  preference  for  their 
nevt  assignment  and  how  thev  feel  about  beino  recruiters. 

The  most  interesting  aspect  of  this  table  is  the  oeha v 1  or  of  those 
who  either  like  or  dislike  being  recruiters  with  regard  to  their  preference 
for  their  next  assignment.  I  will  not  comment  on  the  4.5  percent  who  want  to 
resign  from  the  Armv  or  the  9.4  percent  who  have  no  preferences. 

Almost  all  of  those  who  like  being  recruiters  *sr«  much  i77.4  oercsnr i 
want  a  future  assignment  within  recruiting,  and  verv  few  of  them  (9.5  percent’ 
want  an  assignment  outside  of  recruiting.  Gn  the  other  hand,  those  who  dislike 
recruiting  want  to  either  return  to  their  prior  MOS  or  to  have  an  assignment 
outside  USAREC  (83.1  oercent  of  those  who  dislike  being  recruiters  -erv  much 
and  70.1  percent  of  those  who  dislike  it  somewhat),  and  very  few  of  them  want 
to  remain  in  a  recruiting  assignment  (8.3  percent  and  12.3  percent  respectivel 

The  consequence  of  the  above  is  that  the  "first  hand"  information  that 
is  "brought  back"  to  the  units  in  the  Armv  about  recruiting  is  furnished  b  •• 
those  who  feel  stronglv  dissatisfied  as  recruiters.  This  conclusion  will  be 
followed  up  in  the  discussion  of  hypothesis  number  9:  "Recruiters  who  feel 
dissatisfied  will  not  recommend  a  recruiting  assignment  to  one  of  their  oocd 
friends". 

SUMMARY.  Almost  all  of  those  who  like  being  recruiters  want  a  future 
assignment  within  recruiting.  Those  who  dislike  beino  recruiters,  on  the 
other  hand,  primarily  want  to  return  to  their  prior  MOS  or  to  t'tn  assign- 
men  f  s  outside  USAREC.  This  means  that  the  local. "first  hang"  i n  i  o,m j n on  jnout 
i  r  n  1 1 1  no  will  be  provided  by  NCOs  who  felt  dissatisfied  as  roc  r  ui  ter  = 


Hvoothesis  r9 


RECRUI  TERS  WHO  FEEL  D I  S SAT  I  SF  i  ED  WILL  NOT  RECOMMEND 


A  RECRUITING  ASSIGNMENT  TO  THEIR  FRIENDS. 


This  hypothesis  mioht  seem  self-evident,  but  it  was  established  \u 
order  to  qualify  tne  tvpe  of  information  that  is  brought  oack  o  ex oer  1  encen 
recruiters  to  their  NCQ  colleques  who  form  the  pool  of  potential  recruiters. 


Question  11  is  a  straioht  forward 
question:  "Would  vou  recommend  a 
recruiting  assignment  to  one  of 
vcur  qood  friends'".  The  answers 
aot  the  distribution  as  oresented 
on  paae  50. 


11.  Would  vou  recommend  recruitino 
to  one  of  /our  good 
friends' 


a  u  .  i.  : 


:  es 


a  ;•  ,  ,'j  ,  no 

.  a  .  4  D  0  r.  t  t  n  -  M 


Another  obvious  test  question  to  verify  the  hvootnesis  oetgre 
elaboratino  on  other  areas  is  question  10:  "How  do  vou  feel  about  beino  a 
recruiter' This  question  has  the  followinq  distribution  ias  presented  on 
paqe  50) : 


10.  How  do  vou  feel  about  beino  a 


39. 3  X  Like  it  verv  much 

21.7  '/.  like  it  somewhat  Mean: 

St  a e v : 

tO.b  7.  No  special  feelinqs  Median: 

Variance: 

ll.S  7.  Dislike  it  somewhat  Mode: 

ST  ewness: 

lb  .b  7.  Dislike  it  verv  much 


2.44" 
1 . 505 
1  .  993 

t .  2  o  e 
1 

0 .592 


The  table  on  the  next  paoe.  which  puts  these  two  questions  up  aoainst 
each  other,  miqht  be  used  as  a  classic  example  or  a  very  strong  rel at i onshi c . 
It  has  an  extremely  hiah  chi-square  value  and  a  value  tor  significance  so 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 

Oil  WOULD  YOU  RECOMMEND  6  RECRUITING  ASSIGN-'  By 

010  HOW  DO  YOU  FEEL  ABOUT  BEING  A  RECRUITER7 

************************************* 


COUNT 
ROW  PC T 
COL  PCT 
TOT  PCT 


Q 1 0 
I 

ILIKE  IT  LIKE  IT  HAVE  NO  DISLIKE  DISLIKE 
I  VERY  MUC  SOMEWHAT  SP  FEEL  SOMEWHAT  VERt  MUC 
I  1.  I  2.1  3.1  4.1  5.1 


Q 1 1 


1. 


YES 


NO 


DON  T  KNOW 


-I 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


- j. 

288  I 
74.0  I 
76.0  I 
29.8  I 

- j . 

44  I 
1  0 . 0  I 
11.6  I 
4.6  I 


74 

19.2 

35.2 
7.7 


84 
19.  1 
40. 0 
8.7 


•I- 


-I- 


- 1  - 

-  i  - 

“  1  ~ 

1  - 

l  ~  ' 

I 

47 

I 

52 

I 

21 

I 

15 

1 

4 

I 

CD 

K* 

I 

37.4 

I 

15.  1 

I 

10.8 

I 

L.  .  '■> 

I 

12.  1 

I 

24.8 

I 

20.  6 

I 

13.2 

I 

y  r 

4-  •  J 

I 

4.9 

I 

5.4 

I 

2.2 

I 

1 . 0 

I 

.  4 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

-I-- 

— 

379 

>9.3 


210 

21.8 


102 
1 0.  t> 


114 

11.8 


1  oO 
1  o .  o 


ROW 

TOTAL 


I 


17 

i 

7 

1 

'j 

i 

38o 

4.4 

i 

i  .  a 

I 

i 

4  v .  >.! 

16.7 

i 

6.  1 

1 

H 

i 

1.8 

i 

.  7 

I 

n 

i 

-  T  - 

r 

_  T 

tj  4 

i 

92 

I 

15c> 

I 

440 

14.5 

i 

20.  9 

I 

3  5 .  j 

I 

45.o 

o2. 7 

i 

80.7 

I 

97.5 

1 

b  .  0 

i 

9.5 

I 

i  o .  I 

I 

1  >7 

i  4.  4 


765 

1  00 . 0 


PAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  499.12343  WITH  8  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0 

CRAMER "S  V  =  .50854 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .58387 


low  that  it  is  statistically  impossible  to  obtain  any  laraer  chi-square 
value  in  a  similar  table.  Cramer  s  V  is  also  very  hiah.  Thus,  this  table 
shows  with  a  100  percent  probability  that  there  is  a  very  strona  relationship 
between  how  thev  feel  about  being  recruiters  and  whether  or  not  tnev  would 
recommend  a  recruiting  assignment  to  their  friends. 


When  looking  at  the  table  it  is  seen  that  almost  all  ot  those  who 
J  answered  that  thev  would  recommend  a  recruiting  assionment  either  life  beina 

|  recruiters  very  much  or  somewhat  (93.8  percent*.  On  the  other  nand.  all  those 
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who  dislike  beina  recruiters  "very  much"  would  either  not.  or  don  t  know  it 
thev  would,  recommend  it  to  their  friends.  This  is  also  the  case  tor  almost 
all  of  those  who  dislike  it  somewhat  (93.9  oercenti. 

When  considerino  those  who  answered  that  thev  "don  t  inow"  it  i= 
that  most  of  them  (71.2  percent/  either  like  being  recruiters  er,  much  or 
somewhat,  and  it  is  sate  to  assume  that  their  hesitation  is  baseo  on 
consi derations  concerning  their  friends  Qualifications.  It  it.  however,  is 
rooted  in  their  own  oerceptions.  it  is  assumeo  that  they  will  c e  more 
positive  than  neoative  over  time,  or  at  least  will  provide  Balanced 
1  rtf  or  mat  i  on .  but  a  few  will  probablv  advise  aoainst  it. 

S UHHAfir,  Less  than  half  of  the  recruiters  would  recommend  a  recru.’ti 
assianment  to  their  friends.  Those  who  feel  dissatisfied  would  absolutely  no 
recommend  it,  whereas  most  of  those  who  like  being  recruiters  would. 

In  order  to  tie  this  attitude  to  how  thev  themselves  experienced  the 
selection  process,  I  put  up  question  22:  "What  was  vour  par t l c l oat i on  in  the 
selection  process'”'  against  whether  or  not  thev  would  recommend  a  recruitmo 
assi qnment . 

The  table  on  the  next  page  shows  a  sufficiently  hioh  chi-square  valu 
and  low  significance  to  justify  the  relationship.  Cramer  s  v  is  hiah  enouan 
to  verify  that  there  is  a  relationship  between  the  level  of  their  own  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  selection  process  and  whether  or  not  they  later  would  re¬ 
commend  a  recruiting  assignment  to  their  friends. 

A  polarization  is  seen  in  the  table,  especially  between  those  who 
answered  "ves"  and  those  who  answered  “no".  Some  50.3  percent  of  those  who 
answered  "ves"  have  experienced  a  high  level  of  participation,  whereas 
38.4  percent  of  those  who  answered  "no”  have  experienced  no  participation. 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 

Oil  WOULD  YOU  RECOMMEND  A  RECRUITING  ASSIGN''  Br 

022  D I  »0U  PARTICIPATE  IN  SELECTION  PROCESS" 

************************************* 

Q  2  2 

COUNT  I 

ROW  F'CT  IHIGH.I  SOME.  I  SOME. BUT  SCARCE.  NONE.  I  ROW 

COL  F'CT  ICOULD  CH  COULD  RE  NO  INFL  ORD  TRr  WAS  ORDE  TOTAL 
TOT  F'CT  I  1 .  I  2.1  3.1  4.1  5.1 

- I - I - 1 - I - I - i 

1.  I  194  I  a5  I  44  I  10  I  73  I  38o 

I  50.3  I  16.8  I  11.4  I  2.6  I  18.9  I  40.0 

I  60.8  I  47.8  I  31.2  I  11.9  I  J:5.o  I 

I  20.1  I  6.7  I  4.6  I  1.0  I  7l0  I 

-i - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - ; 

2.1  84  I  47  I  73  I  t>7  I  1,9  1  44,. 

I  19.1  I  10.7  I  16. a  I  15.2  I  70.4  )  45. o 

I  2s . 3  I  34.6  I  51.8  I  *9.8  i  59,7  1 

I  8.7  I  4.9  I  7.6  I  0.9  I  1 " , 5  I 

-I - I - I - 1 - I- . -I 

3.  I  41  I  24  I  24  I  71  43  I  139 

KNOW  I  29.5  I  17.3  I  17.3  I  5.0  1  7 A.  9  I  14.4 

I  12.9  I  17.6  I  17.0  I  8.3  I  15.1  I 

I  4.2  I  2.5  I  2.5  I  .7  I  4.5  I 

-I-- . I - 1--- . I . --I - 1 

COLUMN  319  136  141  84  785  9*5 

TOTAL  33.1  14.1  14.6  8.7  29.5  100.0 

RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  139.12110  WITH  8  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  O.oOOO 

CRAMER " S  V  =  .26848 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .35497 


Additionally  16.8  percent  of  those  who  answered  "ves"  have 
experienced  "some,  and  inFluential"  participation,  whereas  15.2  percent  0+ 
those  who  answered  "no”  have  experienced  "scarce,  and  uni nf  1  uen 1 1  al " 
participation. 


SOHHARY .  Most  of  those  who  positively  participated  in  the  selection 
process  would  later  recommend  a  recruiting  assionment  to  one  of  their  friends 
Most  of  those  who  felt  little  or  no  influential  parti ci pat  1  on  in  the 
selection  process  would  not  recommend  it. 


Q 1 1 
YES 

NO 

DON  T 
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Hypothesis  IDs  HOST  OF  THE  POTENTIAL  RECRUITERS  KNOWLEDGE 


ABOUT  RECRUITING  DUTIES  IS  ACQUIRED  FROM  NCQ 
COLLEAGUES  WHO  HAVE  HAD  EXPERIENCE  AS  A  RECRUITER 
The  next  two  hypotheses  look  at  the  information  flow  from  the  infor¬ 
mation  "supply"  side.  Many  asoects  of  this  have  already  been  couched  uoon, 
especially  in  the  discussion  of  the  first  two  hypotheses,  but  these  were 
discussed  from  the  information  "demand"  side. 

This  hypothesis  will  quantify  and  qualify  the  type  or  information 
that  is  brouoht  back  by  experienced  NCO  colleaques  to  cne  potential  rec¬ 
ruiters  in  the  various  units  of  the  Armv. 


h  central  question  in  presenting  the  'demand"  side  is  question  lbs 
"Who.  it  anvone.  provided  you  with  this  knowledqe?"  (about  recrui 1 1  no i . 

The  distribution  ot  answers  is  as  earlier  presented  isee  oaae  3».< 1  : 


18.  Who.  if  anvone.  provided 

vou  with  this  knowledoe?  2.0 

3.5 

ll.? 

38.0 

7.0 

37 .  b 


7.  Commandino  officers 

7.  Other  officers  in  mv  unit 

7.  Outsiders  (travelino  teams. 

recruiters  etc 
i.  NCO  colleaques  who  nad  experience 

as  recruiters 

7.  Other  NCO  colleaques 
7.  None 


This  table  shows  that  NCO  colleaques  who  have  had  experience  as 
recruiters  far  outrank  anv  other  source  of  information.  Disreoardinq  those 
who  said  thev  had  received  no  information  at  all,  some  on . 8  percent  ot  the 
potential  recruiters  received  their  information  from  this  qrouo.  It  is 
therefore  important  to  study  what  attitudes  thev  reveal  in  order  to  predict 
their  impact  upon  the  selection  process  environment. 
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With  the  assumption  that  successful  recruiters  will  be  permitted  to 
reenlist  in  recruitino  if  thev  want  to.  which  is  looical  according  to  the 
hiah  priority  that  recruiting  15  given:  then  Question  8:  "What  is  vour 
preference  for  vour  next  or  subseauent  assi cnment / enl  1  stment .  re-eals  what 
will  happen  after  the  comoletion  of  their  tour.  This  Question  has  tne 
following  distribution  of  answers  las  shown  on  page  4B>: 

8.  What  is  vour  preference  for  11. 1  Reenlist  as  an  On-F  reduction 

vour  next  assi gnment / enl 1 stment ?  Recruiter 

23.3  Reenlist  in  U5 APEC .  out  not  as 
an  On-Production  Recruiter, 
li.S  i  Reenlistment  NCO 

23.2  M05  1  neld  pet-ore  recruiting  out  ■■■ 

11.7  X  Any  assignment  outside  UBhREl 

4.5  7.  Resign  from  tne  h r mv 

7.4  7.  No  preference 

1  will  compare  the  first  two  alternatives,  which  noth  represent  a 
continuation  of  their  assignment  in  USAREC ,  versus  the  fourth  ano  fifth  which 
represent  returning  to  one  of  the  units  in  the  Army.  The  first  group  consists 
of  34.4  percent  of  the  respondents  (332  recruiters)  while  the  other  group 
consists  of  39.9  percent  (385  recruiters'. 

Crosstabulating  using  Question  8  as  one  of  the  variables  reveals  what 
attitudes  these  groups  possess. 

The  table  on  page  123,  crosstabulating  how  thev  feel  about  being  rec¬ 
ruiters,  has  been  presented  previously  on  page  115.  I  will  not  comment  on  it. 
except  to  restate  that  the  local,  "first  hand"  information  about  recruiting 
in  the  various  units  of  the  Army  is  provided  bv  NCOs  who  felt  dissatisfied  in 
their  iobs  as  recruiters. 


»»»»**»**  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 

08  WHAT  IS  VOUR  PREFERENCE  FOR  NEXT  ASSIGN?  By 

010  HOW  DO  YOU  FEEL  ABOUT  BEING  A  RECRUITER? 

************************************** 


COUNT 
ROW  F'CT 
COL  F'CT 
TOT  PCT 


IL IKE  IT 
I  VERY  MUC 
I  1. 


LIKE  IT 
SOMEWHAT 
I  2.  ! 


HAVE  NO 
SP  FEEL 


DISLIKE 
SOMEWHAT 
I  4.1 


DISLIKE 
VEPy  MUC 


ROW 

TOTrL 


REENL  AS  ONPROD 


I  79 
I  72.9 
I  20.6 
I  8.  1 


I  24 
I  22. 4 
I  11.4 
I  2.5 


REENL  IN  IJSAREC 


I  153 
I  6  8 . 0 
I  40.4 
I  15.9 


I  45 
I  20.0 
I  21.4 
I  4.7 


I  19 
I  8.4 
I  13.6 


REENL I S I  MEN  I  NCO 


I  18.1 
I  3.9 


I  12 
I  10.5 
I  11.8 
I  1.2 


8.8  1 


IN  PRIOR  MOS 


I  30.0 
I  6.5 


I  39 
I  14.3 
I  38.2 
I  4.0 


I  66 
I  24.3 

I  57.9 

I  6.8 


I  7?  I 
I  28.3  I 
I  48.1  I 
I  8.0  I 
•I - 1 


ANY  ASSM  OUTS  AR 


I  15 
I  13.3 
I  7.  1 
I  1.6 


I  20.4 

I  20.2 

I  2.4 


I  5  o  I 

I  4?. 5  I 

I  75.0  I 
I  5.3  1 


RESIGN 


I  11.6 
I  2.4 
I  .  5 


I  5 
I  11.6 
I  4.9 


I  7 

I  16.3 
I  6.  1 
I  .  7 


I  12  1 

I  27.4  I 

I  7.5  I 

I  1.2  I 


NO  PREF 


I  22.0 
I  9.5 
I  2.1 


I  14 
I  15.4 
I  13.7 
1  1.5 


COLUMN  379  210  102  114  lou  9< 

TOTAL  39.3  21.8  10. o  11.8  lo.e  lOv. 

RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  441.56469  WITH  24  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  S I  ON  I F I ChIICE  = 

CRAMER"S  V  =  .33822 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .56030 
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To  investiaate  how  the  same  groups  performed  as  recruiters  I  put  up 
question  8  aaainst  question  9:  "All  in  all,  characterize  vour  performance  »= 
a  recruiter."  That  table  is  shown  on  next  paoe. 

The  table  has  an  extremelv  hioh  chi-sou  are  value  and  an  e-tremM' 

low  value  for  s 1  on i f 1 cance .  Cramer  s  V  is  high  enough  to  verity  the  strono 

relationship  between  the  recruiters  preference  for  their  next  assionment  and 
how  the-  feel  about  beina  recruiters. 

The  row  percentaaes  tell  that  72  percent  of  those  who  want  to  reen  i  = 
as  on-oroduction  recruiters  and  73.4  percent  of  those  w n o  want  to  reenlist  in 
another  U S h R E C  position  do  above  averaoe.  The  same  level  of  i o b  performance 
is  felt  bv  36.4  percent  of  those  who  want  to  return  to  their  prior  >-| 0 ana  o- 
onlv  31  percent  of  those  who  are  willing  to  accept  "an»  assionmeni  outside 
USAREC" . 

On  the  other  hand,  onlv  5.6  percent  of  those  who  want  to  reenlist  as 

on-product l on  recruiters  and  onlv  4  percent  of  those  who  want  to  reenlist  in 

another  USAREC  assionment  feel  thev  do  below  averaoe.  The  same  row  percentaoe 
for  those  with  below  average  performance  is  28.7  for  those  who  want  to  return 
to  their  prior  CIOS  and  42.4  percent  for  those  who  are  willing  to  accept  ’an. 
assionment  outside  USAREC". 

SUrtHARi  .  Most  of  the  potential  recruiters  knowledoe  about  recruitmo 
duties  is  acquired  from  NCO  colleagues  who  have  had  experience  as  a  recruiter 
Those  who  orovide  this  knowledge  have  mostlv  disliked  being  recruiters,  and 
one-third  of  them  characterize  their  performance  as  below  averaoe. 

The  subsequent  table  on  paoe  126  crosstabul ates  Question  8  with 
whether  or  not  thev  would  recommend  a  recruitino  assionment  to  their  friends. 
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»****»*♦*  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ****** 


08 

09 


WHAT  IS  FOUR  PREFERENCE  FOR  NEXT  ASSIGN? 
CHARACTERIZE  'FOUR  PERFORMANCE  AS  RECRUIT 


B  ( 


************************************ 


COUNT 
ROW  PC T 
COL  PC T 
TOT  PC T 


09 

I 

I E  JCELLEN  ABOVE  A  AVERAGE 


IT 

I 


VERAGE 


BELOW  A  POOR 
VERAGE 


Q8 


1 .  I 

REENL  AS  ONPROD  I 
I 


2.  I 

REENL  IN  USAREC  I 
I 


-I 


REENLISTMENT  NCO  I 
I 


4.  I 

IN  PRIOR  MOS  I 


-I- 

5.  I 

AN/  ASSH  OUTS  AP  I 


6  . 


RESIGN 


-I 


NO  PREF 


-I- 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 


1. 1 

L  • 

I 

3.1 

4.  I 

5.  I 

- J 

I-- 

- j 

- 1-- 

- 1 

37  I 

40 

I 

24  I 

o  I 

0  I 

34.  o  I 

37.4 

I  22.4  I 

5.o  I 

0  I 

18.0  I 

12.5 

I 

9.  1  I 

4.7  I 

0  I 

3.8  I 

4.  1 

I 

2.5  I 

.  fa  I 

v  I 

78 


17 

6 . 3 

8.3 

1.8 


87 


51 


82 
30.  1 
25.7 
8.5 


28 

24.8 

8.8 

2.9 


95 
34.  9 
36.  1 
9.8 


58 

21.3 

45.0 

6 . 0 


3  V 
2o .  5 


I  11.4 
I  3.  1 
■I - 


I 
I 
I 
I 

•I - 

I  31 
I  27.4 
I  24.0 
I  3.2 


13  I 


-I 


34.7 

I 

38.  7 

I 

22.  7 

I 

3.6  I 

.  4 

37.9 

I 

27.3 

I 

19.4 

I 

6.2  I 

i 

8.  1 

I 

9.0 

I 

5 . 3 

1 

.  8  I 

.  i 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

. I 

- - 

28 

I 

37 

I 

36 

I 

1  1  I 

J 

24,o 

I 

32. 5 

I 

31.6 

I 

9.o  I 

1 . 3 

13.6 

I 

11.6 

I 

13.7 

1 

8.5  I 

4.  2 

2.9 

I 

3.8 

I 

3.7 

I 

1.1  I 

-  r- 

-T- 

-!-■ 

- t 

_ _ _ 

I  41 

I  2, 

I 
I 
I 


15.  • 


I 

I 

I 

I 

■-[ 

I 

I 


1  . 


4  I 


ROW 
T  0  T  h  L 


lu¬ 
ll  .  1 


1  14 
11.8 


L  ' 
28. 


11.* 


20. 9 

I 

30. 2 

I 

20.9 

I 

9.3 

I 

18,o  I 

4.5 

4.4 

I 

4.  1 

I 

3.4 

I 

3.  1 

1 

1  0  .  l  1 

.  9 

I 

1.3 

I 

.  9 

I 

.  4 

I 

.  3  I 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

-  1  - 

- . --1 

3  0 

I 

32 

I 

18 

I 

1  1 

I 

0  I 

91 

33.0 

I 

35.2 

I 

19.8 

1 

12.  1 

I 

0  I 

9.  4 

14.6 

I 

1 0 . 0 

I 

6.8 

I 

8.5 

I 

0  I 

3.  1 

I 

3 . 3 

I 

1.9 

I 

1  .  1 

I 

"  I 

-I- 

-I- 

-1- 

-I- 

- I 

206 

319 

263 

129 

48 

9  0  j 

21.3 

33.  1 

27.3 

13.4 

c,  ii 

100. 0 

Raw  CHI  SQUARE  =  208.98202  WITH  24  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE 

CRAMER " S  V  =  .23268 

CONTINGENT  COEFFICIENT  =  .42191 


.•»  •• 


*********  CROSSTABULATION  OF  ********* 

Q8  WHAT  IS  '(OUR  PREFERENCE  FOR  NEXT  ASSIGN-'  By 

Oil  WOULD  YOU  RECOMMEND  A  RECRUITING  ASSIGN" 

********************************** 


Q 1 1 

COUNT  I 

ROW  PC T  IVES  NO  DON  T  ROW 

COL  PCT  I  KNOW  TOTAL 

TOT  PCT  I  1 . I  2.1  3.1 

08  - I - 1 - 1 - 1 

1 .  I  811  111  151  10" 

REEML  AS  ONPROD  I  75.7  I  10.3  I  14.0  I  11.1 

I  21.0  I  2.5  I  10.8  I 

I  8.4  I  1.1  I  l.o  I 

-  I - I - I - I 

2.  I  146  I  41  I  78  I  22: 

REENL  IN  USAREC  I  64.9  I  13.2  I  16. 5  I  27.3 

I  3  T .  3  I  9.3  I  2 T . 3  I 

I  15.1  I  4.2  I  3.9  I 

-I - I - I - I 

3.  I  45  I  54  I  15  I  114 

REENLISTMENT  NCO  I  39.5  I  47.4  I  13.2  I  11.8 

I  11.7  I  12.3  I  10.8  I 

I  4.7  I  5.a  I  1.6  I 

-I - I . I . I 

4.  I  37  I  192  I  43  I  272 

IN  PRIOR  MOS  I  13.6  I  70.6  I  15.8  I  28.2 

I  9.6  I  43.6  I  30.9  I 

I  3.8  I  19.9  I  4.5  I 

-I . ---I - I - I 

5.  I  10  I  94  I  91  117 

AN »  ASSM  OUTS  AR  I  3.8  I  83.2  I  8.0  I  11.7 

I  2.6  I  21.4  I  6.5  I 

I  1.0  I  9.7  I  .91 

-I - j - 1 - i 

6.  I  81  31  I  41  43 

RESIGN  I  18.6  I  72.1  I  9.3  I  4.5 

I  2.1  I  7.0  I  2.9  I 

I  .81  3.2  I  .41 

-I - 1 - I - I 

7.  i  59  I  17  I  15  I  91 

NO  F'REF  I  64.3  I  18.7  I  16.5  I  9.4 

I  15.3  I  3.9  I  10.8  I 

I  6.1  I  1.8  I  1.6  I 

-I - J - I - I 

COLUMN  386  440  139  965 

TOTAL  40.0  45.6  14.4  100.0 

PAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  328.14987  WITH  12  DEGREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE 

CRAMER "S  V  =  .41234 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .50375 


The  table  on  the  previous  paae  could  be  used  as  anot ner  classic 
e;  ample  of  a  verv  str ono  and  cohesive  relationship.  It  has  an  c  t  r  e  m  e  1  >•  hi 
chi-sauare  value  and  the  value  0  for  s  1  on  1  f  1  c ance .  Cramer  s  is  also  -er 
hi  ah.  Thus,  this  table  shows  with  a  100  percent  probabitit-  that  there  ; s 
ier<  3 1  r  o  n  q  relationship  pet  ween  their  preference  for  their  n  e  '  t  a  s  s i a n  « e  n 
and  whether  or  not  thev  would  recommend  a  recru itino  assionment  to  their 
t r i end  s . 

The  table  shows  that  ~Z  .  ~  percent  of  these  who  w i  1  '•  r  e e n  1  1  s  ■  as  on 
production  recruiters  ana  3  ?  .  5  percent  of  those  w  n  0  w  1  i  ;  >•  e .?  n  l  1  =  r  j  a  n  c  r 
U 5 A R E C  position  would  recommend  a  recruitmo  a s s  1  0 n m e n t  to  a  friend,  0 1  •  i  ■ 
tew  of  them  would  recommend  aaainst  it  1  i ■  > . 3  jnj  rS .  C  percent  resnecti  e 

Those  who  return  to  units  in  the  Armv.  however,  show  the  opposite 
attitude.  Some  70.6  oercent  of  those  who  will  return  to  tneir  prior  MO 3  ar< 
93.2  percent  of  those  who  will  return  to  "anv  assignment  outside  USwFEC 
state  that  thev  would  not  recommend  a  recruitino  assionment.  On  1  .  lT.o  ana 
8.8  oercent  respectivelv  sav  that  thev  would  recommend  it. 

SUHHARt  .  E-.tremelv  few  of  the  recruiters  wno  return  to  viut-  in  t 


h  r  m  v  would  recommend  a  recruitino  assionment  to  their  trie nos. 


Hvpothesi  s  11 


THERE  IS  RARELY  ANv  PERSONAL  CON NUN  I C  AT  I  ON 


BETWEEN  THE  POTENTIAL  RECRUITER  ADD 
MILPEPCEN/OA  PRIOR  TO  THE  AS-  I  GNliEHT  . 

Thin  hypothesis  w?«  established  to  encomoass  the  f  e  r  m  a  1  i  p  f  «:*  >  t 
flow,  not  necessarily  on  1  v  tram  Be  but  a  i ;  o  t  n  r  c-  o  h  c  h  c-  ,  :  ‘  •;  q  •  •  - , 

o  t  command. 


Central  in  testing  this  h-'O  a  thesis  was  Question  :  a 
i  'i  or  ms--:  aco"  t  the  se  i  ec  1 1  an  "■ " .  The  answers  naa  tne  f 1  i  •:  >:ro 
.<  •  s >;•  e 1 1  on  o  ? e e  5  3  1  : 


ri n w  wtrt  v  0 1-  1  n  t  o r  n* p 

i  b  0  • » t  t  n  *?  selection" 


.  i  . 

,  rPf 

s  c n all.  t 

-  C 

,  4  ’ 

,  for 

s  c-  r.  a  1  1  ••  ■  *  e 

l  ^  C  S'- 

20, 

,S  5 

1  Bv 

receipt  of 

r  h  o 

U, 

■  0 

;  In 

a  writ t e n  c 

r  d »r 

1  c> , 

,  0  * 

i  Other,  specif' 

. 

The  answers  represent  distinct  alternatives  and  ha-e  to  be  separate!-.- 
addressed  and  evaluated. 

I  have  earlier  used  this  pro-file  table  on  pane  lv"  in  order  to  te-r 
hypothesis  number  7  where  I  used  the  first  two  answer;  a;  describing  s  o m e 
sort  of  impersonal  information  about  the  selection.  I  will  here  focus  on  tne 
perception  of  those  who  were  personally  told  about  the  selection  d.  HILPRRCEN 
arid  comment  on  those  who  were  told  bv  their  commander;. 

1  have,  in  Irvoothesis  number  o  ( o  a  a  e  103  -  1  0  7 1  presented  the  ,  e  r 
strono  relationship  between  the  recruiters  participation  in  the  selection 
process  and  how  thev  feel  about  being  selected.  I  have  therefore,  on  the 
ne-t.  page,  put  question  21  up  against  ouestion  22:  "What  was  -our  nartic; 
oation  in  tne  selection  process1". 


P  v.T'T 


»»«**»»»*  CROSSTABULATION  OF  **«*»♦** 

021  HOW  WERE  YOU  INFORMED  ABOUT  SELECTION?  B v 

022  DID  YOU  PARTICIPATE  IN  SELECTION  PROCESS" 

»*»*##»#*****#******4****«*****»»**« 

022 

COUNT  I 

ROW  PCT  IHIGH.I  SOME.  I  SOME. BUT  SCARCE.  NONE.  I  ROW 

COL  PCT  ICOULD  CH  COULD  RE  NO  I  NFL  ORD  TRY  WAS  ORDE  TOTmL 
TOT  PCT  I  1 . I  2.1  3.1  4.1  5.1 

021  - I - 1 - 1 - I - I - I 


1. 

I  83 

I 

38 

1 

25 

I 

13 

I 

44 

I 

2 1  *  3 

PERSONAL  By  CDR 

I  40.9 

I 

18.7 

1 

12.3 

I 

6.  4 

I 

21.7 

I 

2  1  .  0 

I  26.0 

I 

27.9 

1 

17.7 

I 

15.5 

I 

15.4 

I 

I  8.6 

I 

3.9 

I 

2 . 6 

I 

1 .  3 

I 

4.6 

I 

- 

I - 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

- 1  - 

-  1 

n 

L  a 

I  37 

I 

10 

I 

7 

I 

j 

I 

1  4 

I 

?  1 

PERSONAL  BY  MILF' 

I  52.  1 

I 

14.1 

I 

9.9 

I 

4.2 

I 

1=5.  7 

I 

7  .  4 

I  11.6 

I 

7.4 

I 

5 . 0 

I 

3 .  o 

I 

4.9 

1 

I  3.8 

I 

1 . 0 

I 

”7 

I 

*; 

I 

1 .  5 

I 

~ 

I . 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

-I- 

-I 

•j  , 

I  32 

I 

17 

I 

47 

I 

48 

I 

57 

I 

201 

RECEIPT  OF  SURVP 

I  15.9 

I 

8.5 

I 

23.4 

I 

23.9 

I 

28.4 

I 

20.8 

I  10.0 

I 

12.5 

I 

33  3 

I 

57.  1 

I 

2  0 . 0 

I 

I  3.3 

I 

1.8 

I 

4.9 

I 

5.0 

I 

5 . 9 

I 

T _ 

-  T  - 

“  J  - 

“  1  ~ 

~  I  ” 

1 

4. 

I  85 

i 

39 

I 

49 

I 

18 

I 

145 

I 

336 

WRITTEN  ORDER 

I  25.3 

i 

11.6 

I 

14.6 

I 

5.4 

I 

43.2 

I 

34.8 

I  26.6 

i 

28.7 

I 

34.8 

I 

21.4 

I 

50.9 

I 

I  8.8 

i 

4. 0 

I 

5.  1 

I 

1.9 

I 

15.0 

I 

T _ 

-  T  - 

"  1  “* 

~  1  “ 

-  1  “ 

“  1 

5 . 

I  82 

i 

32 

I 

13 

I 

2 

I 

25 

I 

154 

OTHER 

I  53.2 

i 

20.8 

I 

8.4 

I 

1 .  3 

1 

1 6 . 2 

I 

1  o .  0 

I  25. 7 

i 

23.5 

I 

9.2 

I 

2.  4 

I 

8.8 

I 

I  8.5 

i 

3  •  3 

I 

1.3 

I 

■  L 

I 

L  .  6 

I 

T _ 

-  T  - 

”  l  - 

"  1  “ 

~  1 

COLUMN 

319 

136 

141 

84 

235 

965 

TOTAL 

33.  1 

14.1 

14.6 

8.  7 

2  9.5 

i  •’»  0  •  0 

RAW  CHI  SQUARE  =  191.99362  WITH  16  DEOREES  OF  FREEDOM.  SIGNIFICANCE  =  0 

CRAMER  "S  V  =  .22302 

CONTINGENCY  COEFFICIENT  =  .40736 


The  last  table  presented  in  this  survey  mioht  also  be  used  as  an 
example  of  a  verv  strong  relationship.  The  table  has  an  extremely  hiph  c hi 
square  value  and  an  extremelv  low  value  for  sianif icance.  The  continoencv 
coefficient  is  high  and  verifies  the  verv  strona  relationship  Detween  how 


129 


the  recruiters  were  informed  and  how  thev  felt  about  their  oar 1 1 c 1 o a 1 1  on  in 


the  selection  process. 

When  loo  kina  at  the  second  row  in  the  table  on  Daoe  12?  it  is  seen 
that  only  7.4  percent  were  personally  informed  bv  MILPERCErl.  Those  who  were, 
however,  show  a  far  higher  level  of  participation,  only  19.7  percent  felt 
thev  were  strictlv  ordered  whereas  66.2  percent  felt  some  sort  of  influential 
par 1 1 c l pat l on  .  than  those  who.  for  instance,  received  their  information 
thro u oh  a  written  order. 

woain.  when  referrino  to  hypothesis  number  o  and  the  table  on  peon 
108.  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  personal  aoproacn  qualitatively  far 
outranks  the  impersonal  information. 

rin  identical  presentation  can  be  made  concernina  those  who  were 
personally  told  about  the  selection  bv  their  commanders.  It  is  a  fact  that 
this  further  reduces  the  percentage  of  those  who  dislike  bema  recruiters 
(see  page  108) . 

SUMMARY.  There  is  rarely  anv  personal  communication  between  the 
potential  recruiter  and  MILPERCEN/DA  prior  to  the  assipnment.  Those  few  who 
were  contacted,  however,  show  a  far  higher  level  of  o ar t l c l p a t i on  and  a  more 
positive  feeling  about  being  selected  than  those  who  were  impersonally 
i nf  or med . 

Those  who  were  told  bv  their  commanders  show  a  similar  hioh  level  of 
participation  and  the  result  is  a  reduced  number  of  dissatisfied  recruiters. 


CONCLUS I ONS 


There  is  rarely  anv  knowledoe  about  recruitino  duties  among  those 
selected  Tor  recruitino  before  assionment  to  USAREC. 

The  probability  of  doing  better  than  averaoe  as  a  recruiter  is  1.5 
times  areater  Tor  those  who.  beTore  being  assigned,  are  or ovided  a  thorotion  or 
positive  knowledge  as  compared  to  those  who  know  nothina  or  are  oiven  neoative 
information.  On  the  other  hand,  the  probability  of  doino  below  averaoe  is 
5.5  times  or  eater  for  those  who  knot^  nothi no  or  are  oiven  neoative  information 

A  demonstrated  character  1 sti c  of  those  who  volunteer  tor  recruitino 
duty  is  that  thev  have  a  more  thorough  and  positive  knowledoe  of  recruiting 
than  those  who  are  DA  selected.  The  DA  selection  process  provides  mostl* 
uninformed  or  neoativelv  informed  recruiters. 

Those  who  have  been  given  some  knowledoe  of  recruitino  before  being 
selected  also  exoerience  a  hiaher  dearee  of  par 1 1 c 1  oat  1  on  in  the  selection 
process,  while  those  without  prior  knowledge  experience  an  extremely  low 
level  of  participation. 

A  oositive  and  realistic  presentation  of  recruitino  duties  attracts 
recruiters  motivated  bv  the  10b  challenae,  while  less  informed  recruiters 
are  more  motivated  bv  incentives  or  bv  avoidino  other  lobs. 

Almost  half  of  those  who  either  dislike  or  are  ambivalent  to  a 
recruitino  assignment  have  received  absolutely  no  previous  information  about 
recruitino  duties  before  beina  selected  (drafted). 

Those  who  are  oiven  a  realistic,  positive  or  thorough  knowledoe  about 
recruitino  duties  before  being  selected,  later  rank  a  recruitino  assignment 
far  hioher  than  those  who  know  nothino  or  are  oiven  a  neoative  present  at  1  on . 


The  existino  local  influence  or  opinion  which  exist  amono  Armv  units 
aooears  more  d i scour aa i no  than  encouraginc. 

fhe  1  dt c k  of  previous  information  about  recruitino  duties  is  one  of 
the  ma  for  reasons  whv  man  v  recruiters  dislike,  or  feel  ambivalence  to.  beino 
selected  for  a  recruitino  assignment.  Positive  and  realistically  presented 
information  reduces  this  neaative  attitude  to  a  large  dearee. 

Recruiters  who  neither  volunteer  nor  like  their  recruiting  assignment 
have  a  far  lower  performance  than  those  who  either  volunteer  or  life  beino 
selected. 

Those  who  are  initially  motivated  toward  recruiting  later  feel  tar 
better  about  being  recruiters  than  those  who  are  neaative  or  ambivalent  to 
the  selection.  The  initial  neoativism  seems,  to  a  laroe  deoree.  to  be  main¬ 
tained  throughout  their  assignment  to  recruitino. 

A  large  maiorit.v  of  those  who  initially  are  neaative  toward  beino 
selected  as  recruiters  will  later  not  recommend  a  recruiting  assignment  to 
one  of  their  friends,  while  most  of  those  who  are  initially  positive  will. 

There  is  no  significant  difference  in  satisfaction  with  the  military 
as  a  wav  of  life  between  those  who  were  initially  neaative  to  the  recruitino 
assignment  and  those  who  were  positive  to  it. 

A  high  proportion  of  selected  recruiters  are  not  given  anv  information 
at  all  about  recruiting  duties  before  being  assianed  to  recruiting  command. 

Local  influence  is  provided  to  selected  recruiters  laroel.  bv  other 
NCO  colleagues  and  is  negatively  influencing.  Information  given  bv  officers 
in  their  units  or  bv  USAREC  traveling  teams  is  positively  considered  but 
evidently  poorlv  organized. 

A  laroe  maioritv  of  selected  recruiters  who  are  negative  to  the 
assignment  do  exgress  their  feelings  to  their  suoeriors. 


Recent  recruiters  like  being  recruiters  less  than  those  wno  were 
selected  before  the  Armv  chanaed  its  selection  process  from  volunteers  to  the 
current  process  based  on  screenina  records  and  "drafting". 

Recent  recruiters  like  beino  recruiters  less  than  those  who  previously 
volunteered  tor  this  dutv. 

A  larae  majority  of  those  who  initially  volunteered  for  recruitino 
dutv  later  proved  to  like  their  recruitino  assionment.  Almost  naif  of  tnose 
who  were  "drafted"  into  recruitino  later  turned  out  to  dislite  beino 
recrui ters. 

The  Armv  aopears  to  have  a  demand  for  some  1000  recuiters  per  .e.-r, 
Even  today,  when  almost  all  recruiters  are  screened  and  dratted,  some  per¬ 
cent  feel  that  they  volunteered. 

Those  who  volunteer  for  recruitino  have  a  much  hioher  per  ter  mane e 
than  those  who  are  drafted.  More  than  twice  as  manv  volunteers  state  they  do 
excellent,  while  more  than  14  times  as  manv  "draftees"  feet  thev  do  poor  I , . 

There  is  no  relationship  between  how  recruiters  are  selected  and  how 
thev  performed  in  their  previous  jobs.  The  sianificant  difference  in  their 
oresent  performance  must,  for  this  reason,  be  found  within  their  present 
recruiting  10b  situation. 

When  recruiters  feel  a  significant  drop  in  their  current  performance 
compared  to  their  performance  in  their  last  job,  a  conseguent  droo  is  found  in 
their  level  of  satisfaction  about  being  recruiters. 

There  is  a  strong  relationship  between  job  performance  and  the  level 
of  satisfaction  both  in  the  recruiters  previous  job  situations  and  in  their 
oresent  tob  as  recruiters.  The  level  of  satisfaction  increases  proportional  1 « 
with  the  level  of  proficient  performance. 


There  is  a  relationship  between  previous  tob  performance  and  per¬ 
formance  as  recruiters.  This  relationship  justifies  some  sort  of  a  screen) no 
process  for  past  performance  when  selectinq  recruiters. 

There  is  no  relationshio  between  how  recruiters  performed  in  their 
previous  jobs  and  how  thev  presently  feel  about  being  recruiters.  For  this 
reason,  some  additional  wav  of  gathering  personal  information  is  necessary 
to  complement  the  impersonal  screening  process. 

There  is  a  very  strona  relationshio  between  recruiters  o ar f i c 1 o a f 1  on 
in  the  selection  orocess  and  how  they  feel  about  being  selected.  Almost  every 
one  who  en  toved  a  hiah  degree  of  par  1 1  ci  oa  1 1  on  liked  doing  selected  /er-<  mucn 
whereas,  half  of  those  who  were  ordered  and  two- third  of  those  who  felt  scare 
influence  in  the  process  disliked  beino  selected  either  somewhat  or  verv  much 

As  a  result,  those  who  have  a  hiah  level  of  gar 1 1 c 1  pat  1  on  in  the 
selection  process  later  feel  better  about  beina  recruiters  than  those  who 
experience  a  low  level  of  participation. 

(here  is  a  strona  relationship  between  how  recruiters  are  informed 
about  their  selection  to  recruiting  command  and  how  thev  feel  about  being 
selected.  Those  who  are  oersonallv  told  about  their  selection  are  twice  as 
positive  as  those  who  receive  impersonal  information  through  a  letter  or  an 
order.  Those  who  were  informed  impersonally  seem  to  dislike  the  selection 
"verv  much"  about  four  times  as  often  as  those  who  are  personally  told. 

It  is  especially  important  to  personally  inform  those  who  have  not 
actively  participated  in  the  selection  process  about  their  selection  to  a 
recruitinq  assionment. 

Recruiters  feel  less  satisfaction  in  their  tob  as  recruiters  than 
what  thev  felt  in  their  last  tob.  This  feeling  is  independent  of  whether  or 


not  they  previously  felt  satisfied  with  the  military  as  a  wav  of  1 i ; e . 

Almost  all  of  those  who  like  beina  recruiters  want  a  future  assion- 
ment  within  recruiting.  Those  who  dislike  being  recruiters,  on  the  other 
hand,  want  to  return  to  their  prior  MGS  or  to  other  assignments  outside  c.  <• 
USAREC.  This  means  that  the  local,  "first  hand"  information  about  recruitino 
will  be  provided  bv  NCOs  who  felt  dissatisfied  in  their  iob  as  recruiters. 

Less  than  half  of  the  recruiters  will  recommend  a  recruitino  assion- 
ment  to  their  frierids.  Those  recruiters  who  feel  dissatisfied  will  absolute1- 
not  recommend  it.  whereas  most  of  those  who  life  peino  a  recruiter  will. 

Most  of  those  recruiters  who  positively  participated  in  the  selection 
process  will  later  recommend  a  recruitino  assionment  to  tn»i  '  friends,  while 
those  who  experienced  little  or  no  influential  participation  will  not. 

Most  of  the  newlv  selected  recruiters  knowledae  about  recruitino 
duties  is  acguired  from  NCO  colleagues  who  have  experience  as  a  recruiter. 

Those  NCO  colleaaues  who  provide  this  knowledge  have  mostly  disliked  beina 
recruiters,  and  one-third  of  them  character i :e  their  recruitino  performance 
as  below  averaae.  Few  recruiters  who  return  to  units  in  the  Army  will 
recommend  a  recruitino  assignment  to  their  friends. 

There  is  rarelv  anv  deliberate  communication  between  the  newlv  selected 
recruiter  and  MILPERCEN/DA  prior  to  the  recruitino  assionment.  Those  few  newlv 
selected  recruiters  who  were  contacted,  however,  show  a  far  hiaher  level  of 
par 1 1 c i pat  1  on  and  a  more  positive  feeling  about  beina  selected  than  those  who 
were  impersonally  informed. 

Those  newlv  selected  recruiters  who  were  told  about  their  assionment 
bv  their  commanders  show  a  similar  high  level  of  participation  and  the  result 
is  a  reduced  number  of  dissatisfied  recruiters. 


Summary 


This  studv  presented  initially  the  current  recruitment  situation  and 
descibed  factors  which  indicate  increased  future  competition  in  the  recruit¬ 
ment  arena. 

The  study  then  demonstrated  the  importance  of  personal  communications 
and  the  necessity  of  selecting  recruiters  with  the  riaht  oersonal  characteris¬ 
tics  for  successful  recruitino.  Most  of  these  characteristics,  which  h  a  e  to 
de  personally  observed  and  evaluated,  were  closely  linked  to  the  recruiter  s 
attitudes  and  emotional  well-bemo. 

The  present  selection  process  of  screenino  and  selection  recruiters 
based  on  their  performance  is  a  valid  aporoacn.  However,  a  siamficanr.  impro/e- 
ment  could  be  made  in  recruiter  selection  it  this  impersonal  process  was  com¬ 
plemented  bv  the  oresentation  of  oersonal  information  u.e.,  positive  and 
realistic  information  about  a  recruitino  assianment  which  15  personal- 
presented  to  the  newlv  selected  recruiter)  bv  the  chain  of  command. 

Similartv,  it  seems  imperative  to  counter  the  onooino  and  mainly 
negative  flow  of  information  about  recruiting  duties  that  e  •  1 5 1  in  wrm  /  units. 
In  this  regard,  a  siamficant  improvement  could  be  made  if  the  selection 
process  also  incorporated  the  potential  recruiter  <i.e..  in  coniunction  with 
the  above,  make  the  newlv  selected  recruiter  an  active  participant  in  the 
process  of  selection). 


1 3b 


L»*L 


RECRUITER  SURVEY 


1 


Date: 
Dec  1985 


My  name  is  Petter  Wendelborg.  I  am  a  eajor  in  the  Norwegian  Army  and  a  student 
this  year  at  the  U.S.  Army  Command  and  General  Staff  College.  As  a  part  of  my 
studies  I  am  conducting  research  on  U.S.  Army  recruiting.  This  mail  survey  is  an 
essential  part  of  my  research. 

I  chose  the  recruiting  area  because  of  personal  interest  and  the  fact  that  similar 
structures  and  techniques  easily  might  be  adopted  in  my  country. 

The  survey  consists  of  25  questions  and  should  not  require  too  long  a  time  to 
complete.  It  is  divided  into  three  parts.  Initially  you  are  asked  to  answer  12 
questions  related  to  your  present  situation,  then  you  are  asked  to  put  yourself 
into  a  position  prior  to  your  assignment  to  USAREC  and  answer  six  questions,  and 
finally  to  answer  seven  questions  which  are  related  specifically  to  the  process 
by  which  you  were  selected  as  a  recruiter. 

The  data  collected  will  be  handled  in  strict  confidence  and  used  for  statistical 
purposes  only.  To  assure  your  full  anonymity  use  the  attached  preaddressed , 
postage  paid  envelope. 

Return  your  completed  survey  no  later  than  15  Jan  1986. 

Please  do  not  consult  others  who  might  have  received  the  same  survey.  It  is  of 
vital  importance  that  especially  opinions  and  individual  perceptions  are  brought 
forward  unaffected  by  others. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  and  cooperation. 

"7 


86-1450 
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*  a, 


1.  What  is  your  primary  duty  position? 


□  Recruiter  (Regular  Army) 

□  Recruiter  ( US AR ) 

□  Other,  specifyi . 

2.  What  is  your  grade? 

□  E  J  Q  E  i  □  E  7  □  E  9  □  SS  7  CD  Other,  specify: 

3.  Hon  long  have  you  been  assigned  to  USAREC? 

□  Less  than  6  aonths  0  13-18  aonths  O  25  -  30  aonths 

06-12  aonths  O  19  -  24  aonths  031  -  36  aonths 

4.  What  is  your  age? 

O  Less  than  24  years  O  28  -  29  years  O  34  -  35  years  O  40  -  41  years 

O  24  -  25  years  O  30  -  31  years  O  36  -  37  years  O  42  -  43  years 

O  26  -  27  years  O  32  -  33  years  O  38  -  39  years  O  Older  than  44 

5.  Hon  aany  presentations  have  you  participated  in  or  aade  in  high  schools? 

O  None  □  5  -  10  O  16  -  20  O  26  -  30 

O  Less  than  5  O  11  -  15  O  21  -  25  O  More  than  30 

6.  Hon  aany  presentations  have  you  participated  in  or  aade  in  colleges? 

O  None  O  5  -  10  O  16  -  20  O  26  -  30 

□  Less  than  5  CD  11  -  15  CD  21  -  25  CD  More  than  30 

7.  Hon  comfortable  do  you  feel  during  presentations  or  orientations  in 

a.  high  schools?  b.  colleges?  c.  your  office? 

□  Very  comfortable  CD  Very  comfortable  CD  Very  comfortable 

CD  Comfortable  CD  Comfortable  □  Comfortable 

CD  Neither  comf  nor  uncomf  CD  Neither  comf  nor  uncomf  □  Neither  coaf  nor  uncomf 

□Uncomfortable  □  Uncomfortable  □  Uncomf ortabl e 

□  Very  uncomf ortabl e  □  Very  uncomf ortabl e  □  Very  uncomfortable 

□  Have  not  been  there  □  Have  not  been  there  □  Have  not  intervieNd 

8.  What  is  your  preference  for  your  next  or  subsequent  assignment/enlistment? 

□  Reenlist  as  an  On-Producti on  Recruiter 

□  Reenlist  in  USAREC,  but  not  as  an  On-Production  Recruiter 

□  Reenlistment  NCO 

□  NOS  I  held  before  recruiting  duty 

□  Any  assignment  outside  USAREC 

□  Resign  from  the  Army 

□  No  preference 

9.  All  in  all,  characterize  your  performance  as  a  recruiter. 

□  Excellent  (make  my  mission  box  Nithout  any  problems) 

□  Above  average  (make  my  mission  box  but  Nith  some  problems) 

□  Average  (normally  make  my  mission  box) 

□  Bel  on  average  (have  some  problems  Nith  making  my  mission  box) 

□  Poor  (have  great  difficulties  Nith  making  my  mission  box) 


□37-42  months 
O  43  -  48  months 
□  More  than  4  yea 


□□□□□  *  □□□  *  □□□□ 


10.  Hom  do  you  feel  about  being  a  recruiter? 

I  like  it  very  much 
I  like  it  someMhat 
I  have  no  special  feelings 
I  dislike  it  someMhat 
I  dislike  it  very  much 


tuld  you  recommend  a  recruiting  assignment  to  one  of  your  good  friends? 

Yes 

No 

Don't  know 

lere  Mould  you  rank  recruiting  as  to  preference  of  duty  assignment? 

* 

First 

Second 

Third 

Not  desired 


.TRY  TO  REMEMBER  HOW  YOU  FELT  PRIOR  TO  KNOWING  OF  YOUR  ASSIGNMENT  TO  USAREC, 
AND  ANSWER  THE  FOLLOWING  QUESTIONS. 


13.  What  xas  your  last  assignment  before  being  assigned  to  USAREC? 

Q  Platoon  sergeant 

□  NCO  in  TOE  pi atoon/company  (equivalent) 

□  Administrative/staff  duty 

□  Instructor 

O  Other , specify: . 

14.  Characterize  your  job  performance  in  your  last  job 

□  Excel  I ent 

CD  Above  average 
CD  Average 
CD  Below  average 
CD  Poor 

15.  All  things  considered,  how  satisfied  or  dissatisfied  were  you  with  the 
military  as  a  way  of  life  during  your  last  job? 

CD  Very  satisfied 
CD  Satisfied 

CD  Neither  satisfied  nor  dissatisfied 
CD  Somewhat  dissatisfied 
CD  Very  dissatisfied 

16.  What  post  high  school  education  did  you  have? 

O  No  post  high  school 
CD  Civilian  trade  school 
O  Two  years  of  college  or  less 

CD  Associate  college  degree  or  more  than  2  years  of  college  with  no  degree 
CD  College  (Baccalaureate) 

□  Post  college  (Masters  or  Doctorate) 

17.  What  did  you  know  about  recruiting  duties  before  your  assignment  to  USAREC? 

CD  I  had  a  thorough  knowledge 
□Some,  and  positively  discussed 
□Some,  and  realistically  presented 

□  Some,  but  negatively  discussed 

□  Absolutely  nothing 

18.  Who,  if  anyone,  provided  you  with  this  knowledge9 

□  Commanding  officers 

□  Other  officers  in  my  unit 

□Outsiders  (traveling  teams,  recruiters  etc) 

□NCO  colleagues  who  had  experience  as  recruiters 
O  Other  NCO  colleagues 

□  None 


TRY  TO  REMEMBER  HOW  YOU  FELT  JUST  PRIOR  TO  OR  DURING  THE  SELECTION  PROCESS  AS  YOU 
WERE  ABOUT  TO  BE  ASSIGNED  TO  USAREC. 


19.  Do  you  know  whether  or  not  you  were  recommended  to  the  selection  board? 

□  Yes,  by  my  battalion  commander 

□  Yes,  by  my  company  commander 

□  Yes,  by  USAREC  personnel  (recruiters,  selection  teams  etc.) 

□  Yes,  by  others,  specify . . 

□  No,  I  don ' t  know 

□  No,  I  was  not  recommended  by  anyone 

20.  How  were  you  selected? 

O  DA  selection 
Q  Volunteered 

O  Other  ,  specify: . . . 

21.  How  were  you  informed  about  the  selection? 

CD  Personally  by  my  commander 

□  Personally  (telephone)  by  MILPERCEN 

□  By  receipt  of  the  surveypackage 

□  In  a  written  order 

□  Other ,  specify . 

22.  What  was  your  participation  in  the  selection  process? 

□  High,  and  I  was  given  full  freedom  to  choose 

□  Some,  and  I  could  have  refused 

□  Some,  but  I  did  not  feel  that  I  had  any  influence 

□  Scarce,  I  was  ordered  to  at  least  try 

□  None,  I  was  strictly  ordered 

23.  What  were  your  feelings  about  being  selected? 

□  I  1 i ked  i t  very  much 

□  I  1 i ked  i t  somewhat 

□  I  had  no  special  feelings  about  it 

□  I  disliked  it  somewhat 
□T  disliked  it  very  much 

24.  Did  you  express  your  reactions/feelings  to  your  superiors'7 

□  Yes 

□  No 

23.  If  you  volunteered  or  liked  the  assignment,  what  was  your  prime  motivation? 

□  The  job  chal 1 enge 

□Better  promotion  possibilities 

□  Incentive  pay 

□  Avoid  other  jobs/tour  overseas 

□  Dislike  for  present  assignment 

□  Others,  specify: . . . 
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